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TIE OLD AND THE NEw!

The history of all seientific disciplines i marked by periods
of intense theoreiical movation followed by relatively quiczeent
periods of consolidation and refinement. When the desceriptive
frels of

dence no longer fit the older explanntory madels, il
¢ lo discover new Uheories which will more

besones necessa
aderpately explain the necumuladed data. Anthropalagy is cur-
rently in one of these periads of innovation. On every hand, the
various subdisciplines of anthropology are astis with wew fopmn-
lutions ehallenging and supplementing established concepts and
methods, The very lexicon of anthropatogy reflects this ferment.
The journals are full of articles on formal analysis, componentiul
analysis, folk taronemy, cthuoscience, ethnasemantics,
linguistics, to list but a few. Nearly alb of these topies have
appeared in the brief span of approximately ten vears, with
ingreasing frequency in the last three or four yeurs.,

Assessinent of suel new departires is always diflicult. What
are their historical anteeedents and what do they angar fur the
future of anthvopology? Arve these genuinely viable refornu-
lations or are they simply short-lived fads and blind alley
detrimental in the long ran to significant researeh?

and seein-

Enougl has been presented in symposin and journaks for us
to feel thal we

re witn

ing a quicl revolalion nanthropology
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gicted beenuse the new departures are finnly vooled in the past. Formal

apabysis derives inopart from the work of sueh anthropologienl titans s
Rudeliffe-Brown,  Lévi-Stranss, and Nadel. Folk taxonomies are fore-
shadowed in the writings of Mauss, Boas, and Fvans-Pritehard. That great
et huographer Malinow
nments in soeiolinguisti
with mueh of Sapir
Ady perhaps, most relevant of all is the work of Bateson.

Yo, these developments constitute more than a disconneeted veworking
of dispirate thenwes from ouk of the past, These new formulations contrast

L would have been no stranger to recent develop-
. The concern {or psyehologieal validity is congruent
work s, (o a lesser extent, with sote of Kracher's.

sharply with many of the aims, assumptions, goals, and methods of an
carlicr antlropulogy. Previous theoretical orientations in anthropology can
in 1 overy general way be elassed info (wo types—hose conceried primarily
with ehange and development and those concerned with stadie descriptions.
Thus, the evolutionists and the diffusion:
change, while the functionalists esehewed s work ss mere

concenlraled on patlerns of
Hspeculative
hiztory,” and foensed on the internal organization and compauison of
systems, hoping thereby 1o discover general baws of socicty. Sone cultare
and personality stadies attempted (o eharnet erize whole eultures with sueh
caneepts as “national character” ind “modal personality {vpe,” while other
enlture sonl personadity studies atilized & comparadive approach in an
attempi to correliate psyehologienl aed endturnl Features.

- These formulations were attempts to construet wiiversal organizational
types which were linked either by simibar processes of change or by simi-
larities of internal strueture. Io oeder to achieve this goal, only cortain
kinds of infornution were aceepled s relevant, and conerele othnographic
data had to be clevated to more abstraet forms sueh as iedex variables aoe
tvpologieal constraets. Consequently, abstraet delinitions of these features
were necessary, amd muceh of the diseussion in books and journals concerned
the adetquacy of these delinitions. Onee a corporate lineage, for example,
Liad been defined in o particulir wav, it wus only o madder of time hefore
some fieldworker seturned to hix desk and elatedly reported that his iribe
didt ot conformi to the recvived delinition. One way around this problem
wus 1o conslruct more types aud subtypes, and broader, more abstract
detinitions, Tt wis generally aceepted that neither {he (vpes nor the deling-
tons wetually corresponded to anvthing in (he “real worbl” They were
merely convenient methods of ordering the dida ot hand. Probiferation of
Lypes, however, w:
processes linking the types and their constituents. Contrary to expeetadions,

dungerous, for as (he types prolilerded, so did the

anthropology beeume maove and more partieakaristic rather than more
general and universal,

This coneern with iypology and delinition s an index to another fealure
characterigtie of this perivd in nnthropology, Anthropologisis were really
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mueh more coneerned with diseovering whal anthropology was than, Tor
example, what an Eskimo was. In o sense anthropologists were studyving
only one small eulture— the culivre of muthropology.

Aside from the diffusionists, these carlicr theovies ean be clamet erized
as attempds to eonstruel monolithic, unitary systems which purported 1o
cither explain enliures or their developnient. Such concepts as cultaral core,
eultural normy, strueture, modal siructure, pattern, and others were nsed 1o
describe these systems. These ideas are symptomatic of a quest for the
typreal, the normal, the usual, for those deiinilely bounded phenomena
which would systematically differentinte one ewtlure front another. In fael,
the very coneept of enlture is hut another of these Jubels for some arbiliazily
bounded unit within which certain types of helavior, norms, antifacts

and

cmotions are typical {ef. Sapir 1932:315; 1934:593-545). The atypical,
especially as expressed in paiterns of variation, were cither simply dismissed
or artifically worked into the scheme is indiees of ehange, diffaston, survival,
innovation, dysfunction, abnormality, endtural disintegration, opportusities

for the exercise of social control and the like. The anly importand variadions
were variadions helween eullures

D eonlrast to these approsches, cognitive anthropology constitules
new theoretical orientation. 1 focuses an discorering how dificrent people
organize and use their eultures. This"ts nok so nueh a =carch for =ome
gevernhized unit of belinvioral ainlysis as it is an allempl to understand the
organizing principles wnderlying behavior, 1t is wesumed that each people
has o unique system for pereeiving and organizing material plienomen:e: -
things, evenls, behavior, and emotions {Goodenough 1937). The ohijeel of
study is not these material phenomena themselves, but the way they are
orgaiized i the mibnds of men. Cultures then are ned maderial phesomena ;
they are cognilive organizations of material phenomenn.? Consequently,
cullures ave neither deseribed by mere arbitrary lists of anatomieal traits and
institutions sueh as house type, family tepe, kinship {ype, economie Gepe,
il personality fype, nor are they necessarily cquated with some over-all
integrative paticrn of these phenomeny, Suel deseriptions mayv tell s
something about the way an anthropologist thinks about a eulture, bul
there is littde, if any, reason 1o heleve thad they tell us anvihing of how 1he
people of some calture think about their caulture.

L essenee, cognitive anthropology secks Lo answer Lwo gquestions: What
maderial phenomena are significant for the people of some ewdture; send, how
do they organize these phenomena? Nob ouly do eultures dilfer smong one
another in their organizadion of material phenomena, they differ as well in
tee Kinds of material phenomena they organize. The peaple of different
cubtures may net rveeognize the same kinds of material phenomens s
relevant, even though frowm an oulsider’s point of view the same material
phenomens may be present in every case. For example, we distinguish
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between dew, fog, iee, and snow, but the Koyas of South India do not. They
wdladl of these mancw. Even though they can perceive the differences among
these if asked to de so, these dilferences are not significant to them. Ou the
other hand, they recognize and nante at least seven dilferent. kinds of hamboo,
21X more than b am aceustomed to distinguish, Similardy, even though [
kiow that my cousin George is the son of my mother’s sister, while my
cousin: Paul is the son of my mother's brather, this objective difference is
rrelevant to my system of classificetion. They are hoth “cousins.” I 1
were a oya, however, this difference would be highly important. 1 would
ealt niy mother’s brother’s son baa?'o and my mother's sister’s son annaal.
Fven though the sume material phenomenn are objectively present, they
are subjectively perecived and organized differently by Koyas than they
are by Amernicans.? Furthermore, there is no apparent over-all integralive
pattern which relates the cassifiention of bamboo to the classifieation of
refatives. These are separate classes of phenomena with distinetive wod
unrelated prineiples of organization.

Not only may the same phenomena be organized differently from
culivre {o culture, they may also be erganized in more than one way in the
same enllwre. There s, then, inlracultural varviation as well ag snterculiural
artadion, Bome intrneultural varintions may e ifiosyneratie, but more
tmportant from the anthrapologist’s point of view are those variations which
are wsed by different elasses of people and/or ocewr in different situstions
and contexts (of. Goodenough 1963 :257-264). For e smple, if we are inter-
exted in deseribing the way people elassify calors we may diseover that there
are varkal patterns dependent upon the sex or age of our informant as well
his general experience with colors. Thas, females in our culture ean
generally diseriminate and nane more colors than males. Or, to take another
example, the clussification of relatives may be partially dependent on the
soctal statuses of the people talking ahout relatives, the relationship hetween
them, and the svcial eoniext in whicl they are conversing, A Telugu refers
te his younger sister as cellf when talking to another member of his fumily,
but when speaking to a person outside his family group, he uses the term
cellelu, which may mean younger sister, or mother's sister's daughter, or
lather’s brother's daughter. . s

A consequence of this interest in variation is the idea thal cultures nre
oot unitary phenomeny, that is, they eanvot be deseribed by only one set of
organizing: principles. For each elass of relevant phenomena there may be
=everid atterantive organization

The realization or choice of one sl emative

to the exclusion of some other is dependent upon @ variety of factors. Lor
exatiple, some people have more or less knowledge of some phenomena,
or certnin alternatives may be neceptable ouly in parbicular contexts (ef.
Hyies W64b=11), 1 these variamts are used only iu cerlain identitied
sitations, or if there is o hierarchy of clioice so Uhat variants aee ordered on
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the basis of their refative desirnbility, we ean say (hat they are in comple-
mentary distribution and do not contliet with vne another, [n sueh o situa-
tion it is possible for a kge number of wiriants to coexist. But, if these
variants conflict in their arganization and the situations in which they oceur,
there must be some means of barmonizing the contrast. This can he achieved

by some change in the prineiples of organization or in the situaiions in

~whiclh they cceur. For example, among the Kovas, the pig is elassed s an

edible animal, but among neighboring Muslims the pig is elassed as inedible
and defiling. Suppose o Koya woman were married (o o Muslim man.
While in her hushband’s home she coukd not aet oncher elassifieation of 1he
pig as an edible by eating porl; while visiting ler parents in the absence of
her husband she could. So long as the two systems of elassification can bhe
realized in these isolated contexts there is no neeessary condlict between
them, and both may persist. If these contexts were not in complementary
distribution, some rearrangement of the Lwo contrasting systems of elassifi-
cation would have to take place if the marriage were to persist.f

In faet, this is an argument for o different kind of unitary description
which sces unity as emerging from the ordered relations between variants
and eontexts. Vidants nre nol mere devialions from some assumed basie
organization; with their rades of ocenrrence they are the organization. (Wallace
1961 :20-41; Hymes 196100:386-387). -1t must be emphasized, however, that
suceh a unitary deseription can be achicved anly by the anthropologist. 1t is
Lighly unlikely that the members of o eullure ever see their culture ax this
Lind of wnitary phenomenon. Fach individual member may have @ unigue,
unitary model of his culture, but is not necessarily cognizant of wlt the
unique, unitary models held by other members of his culture. He will be
aware of aud use sowe, bul it is only the anthropologist who eompletely
transeends these particular models and construets a =ingle, unitary maodel.
This cognitive organization exists =olely in the mind of the anthropologist
{ef. Bateson 18958:204). Yet, to the extent that it will generale conceplual
models used by the people of a particular enltuwre, it i+ a model of their
cognitive systeis.

The “theory’ here 1s nob so much w1 THEORY OF cULTURE as it s
theories of cultures, or a theory of deseriptions. The aim of such « theory is to
provide answers o the gquestions: How would the people of =ome other
culture expect me to behave if [ were & member of their eulture; and what
are the rules of appropriate bebavior in their enlure? Answers (o these

guestions are provided by an adeguate deseription of the rules used by the
peeple in that culture. Conseiquently, this deseription itsel constitutes the
“theory” for that cultwwre, for it represents the conceptual mendel of organiza-
tion used by its members. Such a theory is validated by owr ability to prediet
how these people would expect us to behave i we were members of their
culture.
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ORDER OUT OF CllAOS

In nosense, cognitive anthropology is not new depariure. Many
anthropologists have expressed an fnterest in how the nalives see tielr world.
Yot, there is adifference of Tocus between the old and the new. Where carbier
anthropologists =ought eategories of deseription in their native kinguage, cog-
nitive anthropologists seek eategories of deseription in the luguage of (heir
matives UHtimately, thisis the old problem of what Jdo we deseribe and haw
do we deserihe it? Obviously, we are interested 1n the mental codes of other
peopdes, hut how do we infer these mental proeesses? Thus far, it has been
a=sunied that the easiest entry Lo such processes is through langunge, and
most ol the recent studies have sought to discover codes thal ave mapped
in Language. Nearly all of this work has been coneerned with how other
peoples “name” the “things” in their environment and Low these name
are orgamized o barger groupings, These names are thus both an index to
what is significant in the environment of some other people, and a means of
diseovering how these people organize their pereeplions of Lhe enviromment.,
Naming is seen as one of the ehief methods for imposing order on pereeption.?

In a very real sense, the anthropologist’s problem is Lo discover how
other people ereate order vul of whal appears fo him o he utter elos
Fmagine, for & moment, a being from another planet equipped with all our
sensory apparalus who pereeives for the first time the infinite variety of

sight and =eund in which we live. Suppose further that he s attempling (o
deseribe this world in o scieutilie report Tor hix colleagues at home. AL firsd,
everything wounld be chaotic. Fach sound and objeet would scem to he
unlike any other. His experience would be simile (o what we Teel Mhe first
time we hear o buguage we have never heard before, But, with infinite time
and paticnee, bt us assume that he i able to deseribe everyibing he per-
ceives -thad is, the tolal environment of earibi. Probably hewonld eventually
be able fo organize his report around coneepts wceeptable to his workl or
devise new ones as e saw {it. Yet, would anyone of us seeept his repart as
an securate necount of the world as we see and hve in it? I he in fact
deseribes everything, we would not, Nor would we nceept his organization
of the things he pereeived, for they would alniost certaindy not fit owr own
system of organization. Unlike this mythieal erenture, we do not live in a
world in whiel we diseriminate amang all the possible sensory stimali in our
environnment, nor do we react to exch stimulus as i it were totally new and
forcign. In effeet, we choose to ignore many of those pereeptial differences
whieh make ench object unique. In farge part, we do this by naming. By
waming we elassifly and pud objects which Lo us are similar into the same
category, even though we can perceive differences among them (ef. Bons
1938:205 - 211). For example, the ehair in whieh | st has aontek in the left leg,
vet I eliss it ws a "straight ehaiv” no different from others like i i the room.
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We elassify beeanse life in o world where nothing was the same wondd be
intolerable. 1t is through naming and elassification that the whale rich world
of infinite variability shrinks to manipulable size and becomes hearable,
Our methods of classilication are entirely wrbitrary and subjective, There is
nothing in the external world which demands that ecertain things go together
and others do not. 1t is our pereeption of similaritics and differences together
with a set of hierarchical cues that determine whieh things go together. We
ot only react to cortain diseriminable stimuli as iF they were the same, we
name them ane organize them into groupings. Thus, for e ample, there are
objeets with w seal, 1 back and four legs whiel we label chaivs, even though
no two of these objects are exaetly alike. The word chair then stands as a
sign for a whole elass of objeets with a send, 1 hack, snd four legs. This sign,
too, is arbitrary—we might as wetl eall these objeets argoboos, Just as there
is no inherent quaily in an objeet that forees us 1o pereeive it in exaetly one
way, neither is there an intrinsic charneteristic o sacialing an object with
its name. Consequently, with the passage of Uime, o elass of objeels may he
renamed; but the elass of objects denoted by fhis name does not change, or,
eonversely, the cliss of objects denoted by o nume may change, bait the
name does not.

Thus, we subjeetively group the phenomena of our poereeplual waorkd
into named classes. These classes are not disparate and singular. They are
organized inlo larger groupings, To the exient that these Eroupings are
hierarchically arranged by a process of inelusion, they lorm o faronamy. To
continue the

unple of chuirs, there ave other ohjeets in our hones which
are ol chairs, There are solus, tables, desks, cabinets, and the lke, Facl of
these constitules o separate elass, some with many subelasses. For example
there ure end fables, dining tables, and coflee tables, hut cach of these is also
a member of some more inclusive chss—he elass of hings ealled “Turni-
ture.” A portion of 1his taxonemy is shown in Fig. 1.

CONTRAST
end tables | dining tables [

T - »

- FURNITURI

2

m chairs solas desks fables "\
=T

(@]

N,

Figure 1. Taxonomy of furniture,

Figure I illustrates two processes charneleriziie of taxonomies: (1) items
atl the same Jeve contrast with one nuother; (2) items at different levels are
related by inclusion, At the bottom level are (he more highly diseriminated
classes, al the top is the most nelusive elass. Thus, emd tables are kinds of

tables s tables are kinds of furniture; end tables are not the same dining
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tables Just as tables are not the . These relationships could

iso be represented i a branehing diagram as in Fig. 2.

FURNITURE

chairs sofas dlesks tables

el tables diving tables

Figure 2. Branching diagraw.

This particular taxonomy constituies one semandic domain i our
culture. A sematic domain consists of w elnss of objects alb of which share it
least one feature in common which differentintes them from other semantic
domains. Chairs, ofas, desks, end tables, and dining tables have in commeon
the designation furnilure.

Note that Fig. 2 tells us nothing of the things which distinguish n clair
from a fable, Tt tells us only that they wre different. Suppose you had to tell
someone how you know that one objeel is a chair and he other is u table.
D the process of doing this, you might deseribe eortain winderlyving featwres,
sume of which both chaires and tables share and some of which they do ot
For example, you might sy a0 elidr has four legs, a seat, wned o hack, but o
table has four legs and n top. Chairs would thus differ from tahlos by the
presence of fwo features —usead and a back, and the absenee of one featiwre—
it These undevdying fentures wre componcnts or features of meantog. They
are some ol the dimensions of meaning uindlerlying the general domain of
Jurnitwre. That these are nol the only dineasions is appurent in fhe confrasts
between desk smdd table. Both pleces of furniture bave four legs and o fop.
Using only (he two festures vou have =olated, it is nok possible to sayv how
a table differs from o desk. Should you wish o show how cach of {hese
items differs from the other vou would have o discover other fentures of
meaning.

Semantic features, like labels, are wlso oganized. A part of the tax-
onomy of “animals’ in American English eonsists of {he foilowing lexemes:
cow, bull, lieifer, ealf, steer, mare, stallion, Titky, Toal, colt, gelding, sow, haar,
gilt, barrow, shoat, piglet, ewe, ram, wether, unb, livestock, eatile, swine,
horse, sheep. This taxonomy is ar runged in Table 1. .

On cven casual exaumination the itens oceurring in the lowest level of
whle T oseem o be related in some way. Closer inspection reveals that
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Table 1. Faxonowy of “Livestock’™*

ANIMAL

Liivestock
catile horse sheep swine
cow mare ewe SOW
bull siallion ram boar
steer pelding wether larrow
heifer filly lamb gilt
calf colt shoat

foal piglet

* or. Lamd 1964:68.

similar distinetions are made under ench major sdegory of livestock, The
coutrast between cow and bull, for example, is the same as the econtrast
between bonr and sow; ram and ewe; stallion and mare. We can readily
identify 1his contrast us one of sex or gender, male versus female. Similarly,
thete is an identieal contrast between bull ad st cer; rum and wether; stallion
and gelding; boar amd harvow, Again, we woukl identify 1his us a contrusi
between male animals versus nentered animals. In addition to 1his sex
contrast there is a further contrast between mature and immature animals.
Aealf is an immalure cow or bull and a heifer is an “adolescent” cow. All
the lexemes in the lowest level of ‘Table 1 reflect. the two semantie features
of sex anmd maturity. Euach of these las three values: sex (mide, fenale,
nenfer); maturity (adult, adoleseent, ehild). Note, Bowever, that horse aould
pig lave an additional feature of maturity denoting “newbom’ or “hahy?’
(pigled aud Toal). .

Using symbaols: g— male; @ -—female; o- newder; M '--adabt; M2
adolescent; M= —child; M=*—baby; H-—horse; P—swine; C-—-cattle; 8--
sheep; the distribution of features Tor each label ean be stated in formubae
as follows:

stullion Il gt Al bhour P M-
mire H o M-t BOW I’ @ AM-!
gelding H @ MM barrow 1* & M-
filly I ¢ M-z gilt P e Al-:
volt Il & ¢ M3 shout P g ¢ A?
{oal Ho @ Al-4 - piglet P o @ Al

The first formula reads: o stallion is o horse, made, adult, or more appro-
printely, n stallion is an adult male horse. Such formulae arc simply expres-
sions of the distribution of fentures for cach separade abel. A box figure
shows how these features distribute across the wlhole set of Libels.
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Rending from the diagram, a stallion is an adull male horse and a mare
ts an adult female horse, The features “adult” and “mate’” inferseet af {he
space contuinmy the label “stallion,” while the festures “adult” and
“female” intersect at Lhe space containing the label “mare.” Sinee this
dingram has two maujor features (malurity sl sex) which eul across
(interseet) one another, it is a paradigm. Features are prerdigmadienlly
arranged when they are: (1) mulliple; (2) intersect.®

Paradigms and taxonomies are different Linds of semantic aregge-
ments. In contrast to a paradigm, a taxonomy orders its labels by contrast
and inclusion. A taxanomy typically asserts that items in lower levels ure
kinds of items in higher levels. A horse, for example, is o kind of livestoek. A
paradigm makes no such assertion. In Fig. 3 for example, & shoat is not
necessarily a kind of baar,

SEX
male & female @ neuler @
adult stallion mare
2 M-1 boar SOW gelding
5 | adolescent filly harrow
M A2 bl
- - -
child okt
M-3 shoat
bahy foul
M-4 piglet

Figure 3. Paradigm of features for “horse” and “swine.”

For cattle and shecp the conlrast betwoen baby and child would be omitled. Sheep
also omits the adolescent distinetion. There is however an archaie form [or newhorn
sheep 7z. “Yeanling,'

In addition to taxonomies aud pradigms semantice Teatures may he
arranged on a branching diagran: ealled a tree. Features in o tree are ordered
by sequential contrast of only one feature at o time. Trees nre thus hased
on successive choices between only two allernatives, Such & semantic
arrangement is most frequently encountered in zoological or botanieal texts.
Figure 4 is a simplilied example of o tree.

A reading of Fig. 4 would be: Are the flowers spurred? 1f yos, are the
flowers regular? If they are regular, then thisisa delphinium. Unlike o para-
digm, the features of 2 tree do not interseet, and unlike 2 taxonomy itens
at lower levels are not ineluded in higher levels. Conzequentiy, paradigms,
Laxonomies and trees are fundamentally different kinds of semantic Arrnge-

“of {hese arrangements.
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qauemone elematis

Figure -1 A Lree arrangement. (Adapted from Porter 1967 83)
Plus (4} indicates presence of the fralure, minus (=) its ahsetee, Thus, il a flower
is nob spuried, lias no petals, and no inveluere, it is o elematis,

wents Fael sentantie domain of 4 culture may be ordered by one or muore
A eulture consisis of many semandic domning organized around numer-
ous feadures of meaning, and no two cultures shave the same set of semnntic
demins or features of meaating, nar do they share the same methods of
orgaiizing these fealures. The problem for the anthropologist is {o discover
th senuutic domains and Cheir f dures, for an anthropologist in (he
lield is much like our interplanctary visitor, There is no familiar order to the
way these strange peaple organize their world, But, unlike aur vigitor, the
anthropologist must avoid imposing his own semantic exdegories on whit he
perceives. He must attempt to discover the semantic world in which these
people live. There are, then, two wuys of hringing order out of appEirent
chaos—impose o preesisting order on ity or discover the order wderlying it ®
Newvly all of eaibior anthropology was characterized by the first method.
By conirast, cognitive anthropology seeks to develop methods which ean
be used for discovering und describing these principles of orgianization,
Since such semantic systoms are implicit in our use of Language, they
constitute one of the most signifieantl fentures of human combriieation.
Yet, what can be communieated and how it is communteated is not solely
determined by this kind of semantic feature. Other semautic features
deriving from the conlext of comnunieition are equally impartant. Conlext
includes the manner of comununiedion (for example, verbal and written),
the social setting, and the linguistic repertories of spentker and hearer,
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Contextual semantic fentures and their mutua] interdepenidenee are ns mueh
#opart of the eognifive s¥stem as taxonomies and semantie donmains,

There still remaing the question of how we discover features in cultires
other than our own, If you will attemp, (o complete the statement of
semantic features for the tixonomy of Tarniture, you will see that the
discovery of these fentures iy difficult enongly in your native lunguage. 14 is
even more difficult in o ange languuge, As g conseiuence, new feldwork
teehnigues and methods have had to be devised. Most important among
these are techuiques of controfled eliciting il methods of Jormal analysis.

ControHed cliciting utilizes sefitence frames derived from the hinguage
of the people being studied, The aim of such diciting is to enable the
ethuographer to heliave linguisticaly in wiys appropriate to the culture he
s studying. This involves 1he use of lnguistically corrveet questions whieh
relate eoncepis meaningful in that eulture. Suppose you are o forcigner
altempting Lo learn sonething about Amerjenn enlbure. On seeing nn objeet
for which you do not know an English term, one pussible sequence of reluted
questions and responses nmight be:

Q. What is (his?

Ao This is a sow,

0. Is that a sow, too?

Ao Nop lad’s o boar.

€. Isa boar u kind of sow?

Ao No, a boar is o kind of Hvestoe

o Isnosow a Kind of livestael ?

A Yes

Q. How many kinds of livestock are there?

A There are pigs, hoese

mndes, sheep, goats, and others,

This sequence indientes that, sows and boars are conceptually linked
and that there ave numersus ofhor things gronped with them in the 1ax-
ooy of livestoek. Note thut decistons concerning the inelusion of itens
within this taxonomy are made by the informant, not by the investigator.
Contrast this procedure with a Lumiliar questiounaire technique derived
from handbooks on social science methodology, Is the cow —very like;
—romewhat like; —only u little like; _wob at all like o god (cheek one).
Aside from the spurious sealing, this question would be meaninglul only in
sucicties of Jinglish speakers in which there were: (n) cows, (h) gods, (¢)
some evidenee that gods and cows were coneeplwadly linked, or () sociolo-
gists, I this te hnique, the investigator has already made all the decisious
abaut conceptuad relevance. The informant’s responses enn only b replien-
tions in one way or another of the investigator's judgments aboul cotteeplienl
relevance. Ina sense, sueh a methind merely fells vou what youalready know.
Controlled cliciting, on the other hand, is designed to provide the ethinag-
ragher with not ondy the answers, butb also to assist him jn discovering the
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relevant questions, It clearly derives from the faet that the sjuestioning
process is itsell the dominant factor in scientific investigation (Collingwood
1929:29-43). Where the procedures and resulis of controlled cliciting are
contained in the report, two things are achieved: (13 there is an explicit
record of how the data were gathered; (2) a public record of the results is
available,

Formul unalysis is simply one method of s ating the results of such
controlled eliciting. 1t differs from other methods i jis emphasts on internal
consistency, comploteness, and form. A particular set of dita relating to
some semantic domain must be explained by the relitionship hetween wiits
comprizsing that domain--not by determinanis outside it The problem of
external delerminants is delayed until internal determinants are analyzed.
Yor example, the question of whether | el my mother’s sist
because he is ontside my nuclear family eannot be determined until 1 know
the system of relations between causin, brother, and all the viler kin terins
in the Linglish sysiem. A formal analysis is conmplete when the relations
among all the uniis comprising o semantic domuin are deseribed,

s 5o Yeousin’’

THE NEW ORDER

The aims and nethods of cogoiitve anthropology have important imli-
cations for eultural anthropology. They entail o rethinking of the culture
coneept, the comparative methad, and of eilnography.

I this discussion culture has heen identiliod wilh cognition. This st
strike some ewltural anthropologists as a truncated version of 1he eulture
coneept, for it negleets many of their traditionl interests. They might weil
ask, What about process? What abhout behavier? What about maotivation?
Imiplicit in these questions is an assumption that in addition to cognitive
systemns i theory of culture musi explain cullures as systems cmerging {rom
patierned frequencies of observed Lehavior aund proeesses of development
and change (ef. Goodenougl 19G4). As a yeneral statement of anthropological
goals, these are relevant constderations, but they are not relevant to a theory of
culture. There is no necessily to assume that the cognitive order is either
systematically a derivative of or a predictor of substantive actions, Just a
the grammar of a language provides no information on what an individual
speaker will say on any given oe #sion, so0 too a eognitive deseription of a
culture does not pretend to predict the actual behavior of any individuwal.
The formal analbysis of eulture, like a grammar, is concerned only with what
is expected and approprinte. And just as an adequate grammar is neither
coniingent upon prior assumptions concerning developniental processes nor
necessarily explains them, o gramaar of euliure need make no assumptions
about nor attempt to explain {hese processes, So construed, neither predie-
tion of actual events nor specification of developmental process is u Heeessary
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compuoitent of & theory of enlture. ' To aphrase Collingwood (1956:217),
cultural authropology is not o deseription of events or an aecound of change,
The cultural anthropologist is only concerned with those events which are
expressions of underlying thoughts. His aim is to penetrate bevowd mere
material representation to the logieal nexus of underlying concepts.

Culture, conceived as the totality of human behavior, idea 5, history,
institutions and artifacts hus never been particularly useful as & meaningful
method of explaining ethnographie facts. Such a coneeption merely nsserts
that culture is equivalent to the whole of human knowledge. As a device
whieh purports to explain all of man’s learned behavior, motivations, pre-
histerie record, ceological adaptations, biologieal limitations, and evolution
it attempts too mueh, What we need is o more limited notion of culture
wlich stresses theories of culture, Ruther than attemptl to develop a general
THEORY OF CULTURE, the best we can hope for ai present. is particalar
theories of eultures, These Useories will constitute complete, acenrate
deseriptions of particular cognitive systems. Only when sueh particulur
deseriptions are expressed in a single metalangoage with known logical
propertics will we hnve arrived at o general theary of enlture. Sueh u general
theory will be equivalent to the language in which we deseribe eultures {(Kay
VG518, In effeet we alveady have psendometalanguage. Tt is for {his
reason that nearly alt cthnographies have simitar chapter headings. The
problem with this metalanguage is that it assumes universality without prior
demonstration. s univérsality inheres in the language of desceription and
not necessarily in the objeet being deseribd. 1t

At dssue here are two contrasting views of cultural anthropology. The
central issue s, Is eultueal anthropology w natwral or o formal science?
Traditional cultural anthropology is based on the assumption that its data
are diserete maderial phenomena which can be analyzed like the material
phenomens of any athier natural seienee. Cognitive anthropulogy is hased
on the assumplion that s data are mental phasmena which ean be
analyzed by formal methods similar to those of mathematics and logie, 12
Euch particular enlture consists of n set of lugieal prineiples which order
relevant material phenomena. 1o the cognitive anthropologist these logical
prineiples rather than the material phenomena are the object of investign-
tion. l'ur the cognitive anthropologist cultural anthropology is o formal
science. 1t secems likely that (he logical operations underlying prineiples of
urdering are finite and universal, but eapabie of generating an infinite
number of possible specific orderings (ef. Lévi-Striuss 196G6:268). In this
limited sense, eognitive anthropology constitutes a return fo Bastini’s
search for the “payehic unity of mankind.”

The implications for the comparative methml follow divectly from the
above, The central issue in comparntive analysis ks, What is the unit of
comparizon? There have been many atteinpts Lo specifically delimit ihe

I e  —
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unit of comparison. Yet most so-called eross-cubiural comparisons have

readly been nothing more than eross-tribul or Cross~community comparisons.
Obviously, if a culture is the unit of comparison, then we must compare
whole systems which are bounded in space and ime or demonsteate that
the parts of systems we are comparing are justifiably isolable (cf. Boas
1840:275). Since most ethnographies are not sufliciently eomplete for
either of these possibilities, the whole comparative approach based on sih-
stantive variables must be abandoned if our aim is indeed cultural compari-
son. Those whe tosist that no fact has meaning exeept by comparison are
right, but the implication that comparison ean oecur onby between similar
facts from different systems does not follow. Tt js much more pertineat to
compare similar, but not identieal facts within the same system. This is not
so much a total abandonment of the compirative method; it is 0 mntter of
priorities. Comparisons between systems can ounly be useful if the facts
compired are truly comparable, and we ennnot know wl h facts ure cam-
parable uutil the facts themselves are adequately deseribed. When this is
achieved, the units of comparison will be formal features rather than sub-
staniive variables.

PROBLIMS AND PROSPECTS

A major indication of vitality in any new orientation is its capacily to
generite new problems, and new ways of looking at ol problems, Although
eognitive anthropologists have made greal strides in the study of semantic
orgauizalion and formal analysis there still remaing vast and ouly partially
explored territory. How current proeedures and ; ssumptions will be modified
in the attempt to explore these arens is an open gquestion. Clearky, methods
and pracedures are not adequate for all of the problems that will be encoun-
tered. A few of these problems and some of The potential means of looking at
them are outlined in the following scetion.

Arrangenents

Taxonomies, paradigms, and trees do not exhust the domain of seman-
tically signilicant cognitive orderings, In faet, they represent only o small
portion of cognitive processes, anl probably oceur only when the number of
propertics or the relations among propertics are fow. In more complex
domains properties are anly partially ordercd. The strueture of suck domains
is eharncterized by discontinuous and partial combinations of a barge number
of features. These are probably hest represented as discontinuous arevs of
features in a matrix, cach row uniuely defining a single lexeme. Although
some of the features of such a domain may be dicholomously opposed,
interseet paradigmatically, or be related by inclusion, it is not possible (o
order the entire demain by any one ol these principles of ordering. It scems
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fikely that most semantic domains will display this kind of prtial ordering
and will not strietly conform Lo iy one of the three preceding kinds of
arrangement, I this is true, such domains should probably not be analyzed
in terms of features and fenlure organizalion, The mulliplicity of relations
and properties probably signifies some other type of ordering wnrelited 1o
the isolation and organization of fentures,

Pereeption and Conception

The problem of partially ordered domains diseussed above is purtialiy
a reflex of arelated problem —1he problem of the relation hetween pereeption
of attributes or fealures ("identification’™) and econcepbuad knowledge. So
far anthropologists scem fo have assumed a direct conneelien helween
atlribute perception wnd conceptual ordering. In wmany semantie domains
this assumption- js probuably unjustified. Some semantic domains (for
example, the classificntion of deities) may luck obvious pereeplual atbributes.
Other semantie domuins may he concepinally ordered without reference 1o
pereeptual attributes. Bven though it may he possible Lo iselate pereeptual
attributes in such cases they are notb semant 2dly relevant. Hois also pos-
sible that the organization of altribuies and the orgnization of coneepds
ultimately refer to different senmudic domains, Where this is the case both
conceptual amd pereeptual orderings may merely be surfaee struedures
deviving from even more complex underlying Torms.

iscourse Analysis

In part the difliculties inherent. in the prreeplion-conception prohlens
arise fron the cognitive anthropologist’s enthreallment with the lexeme @ o
busic unit of analysis. As yet, few aunthropologisis have attempted to
investigate either larger linguistic units or nonlinguistic units. What seman-
tic information, for exampie, is (ransmitted by the oceurrence of a lexeme
in seyuences of discourse larger than o sentence (ef. Harris 195237 In
connected diseourse speakers and nuthors deliherately manipulade semantic
features in order to convey nuanees of meaning often guite opposed to 1he
overt condent of individual lexemes. Fssentinly, discourse analdysis is one
more aspeet of the problem of confext.

Propesitionul Analysis

When lexemes occur in 1 sentence, it is ohvious that some aspect of
Weanitg is conveyed by the sentence as o whole, The meaning of the
sentence is not simply the sum of the me nings of its constituend, foxemes.
One convenient approach, which has a long-standing usage, s lo assune
that the sentence is an assertion about the relationship nimong the semantice
companents of its coustituent lexemoes, The sentence Hgers eause cohls®
aszerts a relation between germs and colds— in this ense n ciutsal relation. It

Introduction 17

can also he seen as astatement about disense beliefs. Underlying this sentence
is the prior semantic information Lo the effeet that there are things culled
colds and there are things ealted germs. Such sentenees can be snecinetly
stated in logical form.

(1} () GCy)

Where x stands for germs, y Tor colds and C for the relation of cansality, this
formuda reads, There is un x (gers) and there is a y (eolds) such that x
causes v. In this same domain of analysis, the senfence “germs enuse
disease” also oceurs, symbolized us follows (z stands for discase):

(2) (@x)3)(xCa)

Except for the substitution of z this formulan is identical with (1}. Note
however that there is a specind relation between z il yo A eold is a ki of
disease. Using the notation for set inelusion (&) this taxanomic relution ean
be symbuolized as:

3) @A)y es)

This formuln asserts that. Lhere are cohils (¥) and there are diseases {z) and
thut colds are a kind of (are included in Lhe set of} disense. Sinee (3) is
equivatent to o statement of (axonomic eategorization it is apparcnt (hat
all taxonomies are dervived from propositions of this type® A more inder-
esting feature is that heeanse v is ineluded in z we might infer withont prior
knowledge:

() Q)Y Ez)(xCa) & (yEz) — (xCy)

Tliat is, if there are germs, diseases and cobds, awd gorms cause discases, and
colds are a kind of disease, then germs also cause eolds, 1T we did nob aleeady
know that germs cause colds, on the basis of this inference we would be
prompted 10 ask our informant if this were ihe ease. As a mailer for furt her
investigation we would want to discover whether or not. the relation of germ
eausation holds for all lexemes ineluded in the cafegory of diseases, In other
words, we are interested in the domain of the relation C. 1t would alse he
interesting to kuow il C holds for all lexemes included in 1 he category of
“illness.” Since mental illness is o kind of ilne {ix included in the sei of
illnesses) and we would not normally assert thal germs canse mental lluess,
one of the chief semantic contrasts between lness and disense is the belief
that germs eause disease but not all illnesses. 1"t another way, the domain
of C does not include cases in which the ordered conples are germs and
ilness. 1

An important point s implicit in the preceeding illustration. Sinee
germs are not an attribute of diseise we woulid probably nol have arrived
at this statement of cont.

between illness aud disease if we had remained
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ab the devel of identifying those pereepiund attvibates which differentinte
disenses from ilinesses or one kind of disense from another. Puereeptual
sdinbutes are irvelevant to heliols (conceploal knowledge) ahoul disenses—
al feast i this example (ef, 1 Andrade anl ot hers 196G}, Recognition of
propusitionad analysis and its importance for winelerstanding eoguitive order-
Bgs ks reeent, but i seems cortain that it will play an important role o the
development of cognitive authropology (ef. Ky 1963).

Modum $30Ges

v\ mueh more diflicult area of researeh is the akalysis of whai 1 shall
here vefer to s “metamessages.” In o common sense wiay, melamessages are
whut we are talking aboul when someone says, How wre you? and we say
to ourselves, Now | wonder what he really meant by that? Melamessages
commnnieate semantie information which does not seem to be ab all celsted
t the overt contend of an ulterance. Under these elrewmstinees an appar-
eutly simple sentence like “its eold in here” conld mean “bring me my eoul,”
“turn up the heat,” or “you’ve had enough (o drink and s e (u oo -
henie,” The pioneering work of Bateson (1956) remsins 1he nosd, trportant
contribution to tlis kind of analysis.s As speenlutive aside (deviving from
Bateson’s work) it s possible that al) such metamessages ultimniely cerive
from s restricted set of propositions in the imperative momd expressing
dominanee, dependeney, aggression, and submisston (Love me! Hale mel
Don’t hurt met Be wice!), 1§ this is true, then ik s in (s aren that studies
of animal esmununiention can make u signifieant confribution to cogniiive

antlivopology,

Historical Linguistics

Application of formal semantic aualvsis (o problens of linguistie recon-
sivuction should yield signifieant results. Historiend linguisties has ede
great progress in the veconstruction of phonology and grammar, but s
attempts to reconstruct meanings are generally unimpressive. Too oflen
seantic reconstruetions are cither based on the notion that the most
frequently oceurring glosses represent basie meaning or that eerfain glosses
are derivative extensions of ot her glosses. The fallacy in mueh of this stems
fram o failure 1o recoghize the arbittary nuture of the relation between
lingruistie signs and their denotata. Aftempds to reconsteuct the meanings of
words are symplomatic of a preoceupation with the lexenie rather (han the
organization of semantic domains, Recent work in the semantic reconstrae-
tion of kinship terminologies indicates that semantic domains ean he
reconstracted without veferenee Lo their eonstituent. lexemes (ef. Voorhees
T960; Tyler 1965). The hasie procedure consists of a coaphrison and reeon-
struction of semantic eafegories. The strueture of the rules which teansforn
one genelically related system into another constilutes o deseription of-
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historieal process. An inder sting feature emerging from these staudies is that
the semantic structure of such systems display o renuokably conservative
nature. The paramelers of the system wre velatively impervious to change
despite the fact bat individual lexemes denating semantie calegories
frequently undergo rapid and dramatic ehinge. Changes oceur i the vari-
ables of the sysiem, not in its parameters (ef. Bateson 1958:292), Preliminary
reconstruetions of Dravidian, Athapascan, Yuman, and Tudo-Furopean
kinship syslems all agree in muanifesting this trail. Sueh evidence, prelimi-
nary as it may be, is certainly sufficient to challenge iy of our assampiions
about change in kinship as & result of changes in olhier features of soeial
organization. Whether such persistence is elarneterisiic of ol her semuatitic
domains remains to he scen, but it seems apparent Hhat siruetural semantics
can make an important contribution to linguistic reconst ruction, Aned, i fhe
structure. of fransforme rules linking the semantic domains of separide
languages are in fact 2 deseription of historical process, this should he of
enormous significance to lexicostatistios wwd gloltochronslogy . .

Sewmantic (ntogenesi

Finally, we nced rescarel on the development of cognitive caleguries.
How does the ehild aequire semantic fentures? What is 1he significance of
rote versus rule learning in semantic analysis? What is the rebation hetween
the derivation of semantie Teatures and (heir order of avquisttion in 1he
learning process? A common assumplion in philosophy (ef. Quine 1960:80 -
[24) and psvehology (ef. Church 1963:6% 78) is that the child first nequires
coneepls for eoncrete objeets and grulually expands its semantic domsin by
extension and generalization to include more absteact conceptions, There
is little real evidence to support this developmental sequence and despite
its obvious appeal Lo inluitive notions, it scems suspecl. Given the primaey
of spatiotemporal orientation over Linguage acquisition, an equally good o
priort argument conld be made lor the prior learning of relational concepts.
1t is quite likely (hat the ontogenesis of semantic categories will beqr little
significance in the analysis of semantic dowmnins among adult speakers.
Since different individuals probably arrive at similar semantie structures by
widely variant ontogenetie pathways the relation between ontogenesis and
semuntic structure will probably remain indeterminant. Disparity of anto-
genelic sequences may, however, be related to the oceurrence of multiple
formal salutions in some indireet fashion.

These comments are intended as speeulations on (he possible areas of
fature development in cognitive anthropology. They da not pretend to be
exhaustive nor even representative. Nouetheless, they do indiente that
cognitive anthropology has moved into a secondary stage of development.
We have a few tentative #nswers, some new guestions, and o host of ol
questions still unanswered. Fresh ground has been broken and new areas
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occupiud, but still mere remote territorie
researeh

Lixplicit here is o view of eulture derived from a kind of ethnography in
which the methods of deseription are publie and replicable, aud the resulls
predietive of expectations of appropriate behavior. Fplicit is the cognitive
revrganization of owr categories of deseription and analysis. Cognitive
antlvopology entails an ethnographic technique which describes enltures
from the inside out rather than from the outside jn. Categories of deseription
are initialy derived from relevant features in 2 culture rather than from the
texicon of anthropolegy.

Cognitive reorganization is o familiar process in the Iistory of anthro-
pology-—in fuet of any scienlifie discipline. The history of seience is but the
record of constant reexamination of assumptlions, methods, and dain. Such
new developments in science do not tuke place in s vacuwm. Innovations in
one braneh of scienee are complemenied by ecanvergent developments in
olher branely

have opened up for further

The psychologist’s renewed interest in cognition, the Tlinguist’s redis-
covery of semanties, the biologist’s recent emphasis on
speeies specifie behavior, and {he sociolog

taxonomy and
s coneern with the preseutation
ol the self all relleet o sel of recent developments complementary to one
another and to those in unthropology. To be sure, amabg these disciplines
there are differences in emphasis and method, vet each shares-with {he ol her
a common grientation —the discovery of the organizing principles used by
idividuals, cultures, and species in manipubating and adupting to their
particular Hie-space.

NOTES

L1 wish to thank the following people who commented on previous versions of
this paper: Brent Berdin, Mary Black, Charles Frake, Johu Gumperz, Dell ymes,
Panl Kay, Floyd Lounsbury, Ronald Rolmer, Gueorge and Lodise Spindler. 1 hope
it is evident that the views in this chapter are those of the editor and do net nee-
esarily represent a comsensus of opinion among the-above nor among thoxe whose
papers comprise subsequent chapters,

* In thix, and in nuch of what follows, there is a pronouneed neo-Kanlian flavor,

? For an instance of a similar distinetion between “objective environment aud
“perecived life-space,” sce von Uexkitll (1957).

CThe processes involved in this example are welated Lo theories of cognitive
dissonance (of. Festinger 1957).

*The line of argument here derives mainly from Russell (1929:92-98), hut see
also Bateson (1958 :204) and Sapir (1932:515-519).

* The most notable exception Lo this statement is Boas.
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7 It is prohably not true that all named things are significant, just as it is not
the ease-that all significant. things ave named. Yet, as a point of departure, named
categorics arc of primary importance.

¥ Note the two emply spaces in Fig. 3. ‘These bdicate that this is not a perfect
paradigm. The empty spaces are the result of incomplete cambination of semantie
components. The combinations & M=% @ M3, @ M~ do not oecur. Ina perfect
paradigy all possible combinations would he realized. Perfect paradigms occur less
frequently than imperiect paradigms. 1¢ should also he noted that in some contexts
the lexeires “hoar” and “stallivn” denote not ouly & M~ but g* AM~'Al-2 For
“horse” the lexeme “yeading” way somelimes denote @@ M5 @ M%) g -2
u.:m..o_.r..p:u. it is interesting to note that all the lexemes denoting “newhorn”
(& @ MY except piglet are derived from verbs denoting “to give birth to.* A
cow “ealves,”” a mare “foals,”” a ewe “lamb=" or “yeans,” hut a sow “[arrows."
As might he expected the archaic term for a newhori pig is “frow.” The lexeme
piglet is recent. Also relevant is the fact that the “wikl animal” category denoted
by the lexeme “decr” has, exeept for the seuter category, e same semantic fealures
as the catepory denoted by eatile. Formerly deer denoted “animal.” Cinally, the
features male, female, neuter correspond o Lhe generalized Indo-Buropean elassifiea-
tion of nouns as masculine, feminine, neuter.

* This distinction belween a priovi and a posteriori models is difficudt to main-
tain, for it impinges directly on the philosophical problem of “other mind<" 1 the
mind Jposes {15 own order on the disovderly happenings of (he universe, then (he
investigator of necessity imposes his own logical constriets on the world he bolicves
he is exploring. From this point of view Lhere is nuv evidence for o bebiel in (he
extstence of other minds except by analogy. Yet, granted the existence of otler
minds it i5 possible to assume that sinee the logical construets of an informant and
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of an investignlor are hoth products of & mind, these constructs are knowable

insofur as they are communicable. lence, 1he cognitive anthropologist’s emphasis
on language as both a method of discovery amd an object of investigation (ef.
Russell 1924:99-103).

B This is not to imply that such a theory is incompatible with the study of
change and development. The point is that & theory of deseription constilutes a
different order of theory than that regnived for processes of change (for & disens<ion
of this point, see Baleson 1958:296-300). A theory of change emphasizing cognitive
organization would probably demonstrate that most anthropological data on change
relate nol to cultural change, but mevely to epiphenomenal fluetuations. .

Y This is misleading. Scicntific laws are of necessity stalements of universals
in the lanpuage of description. All talk of “ubjects” and an hypothesized relation
between “objects' and the language of descriplion is symptomatic of a pernicigies
kind of daalism. The point is thai our eurrent language of description is inadequate
either Tor the deseription of particular cwltures or the development of universals
simply beesuse its assumptions are implicit and its operations (when specified)
are contradictory. The continuing arguanent in descent “theary ™ ix a elassic exanple
of the inadequacy of owr current “welalanguage.”

The mislending statement
reflects my own vaccilation between an “‘intuitionist” {conceptualist) and *‘logivist™
(realist) point of view (ef. Quine 1952). In genetal, this chapter i= intuitionist with
occasional fogieist lapses, The lapses ereate problems like the one referred to above.




22 Introduclion

My assertion that the deseription of a culture is really a description of the an-
thropologist’s cognitive ondering i pure infuitionism which does not square divectly
with the Lévi-Straussian quest for a unjversal pan-human logie expressed in ather
: ,..:.:W_u. In o sense, the psychological reality problem is a confrontation hetween
infuitionixim and realism or perhaps formalism (nominalism). My belief in the
relevance of relevance as an aspect of cognitive anthropology is probably vreeping
reali=n, _

¥ Leach (1961:6-21) makes a similar point, hut with different emphasiz. For
two discussions of the distinetion between formal and lactual or natural sciences
see Carnap (1953) amd Quine (1960:270-276). The distinction may be ..,.c_:c.__.__nm
overdrawn, but this should not obscure the fact that cultural sz.w_:,c_wc_cnu‘ has
traditionally emulated a modet of scientifie method derived from a rather naive
nincteenth century scientific materialism. Harris’s (1962) quest for elementary units
of cultural “matter” is a recent example of this attitude. )

2 Tor more complete formalization of taxonomies, sce G
Woodger (1952).

" These assertions are illusteative. Whether they hold true for disease and
illnessis g matter for research. The main puing is that the domain of a1 ation may
L of greater importanee in establi=hing semant st Un the distrthution of
features,

¥ For additional yesearel of 1
age” in Hymes (19464a).

g {1954), and

| Kind, see the billiography utkler “expressive
an
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