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‘On the whole my feelings toward the natives areidkdly tending to
“Exterminate the brutes.”

—Bronislaw Malinowski, Papua, #1January 1915, (Malinowski 1967,
69).

‘| see the life of the natives as utterly devoidinoterest or importance,
something as remote from me as the life of a dog.’

—Bronislaw Malinowski, Trobriand Islands, '27 December 1917,
(Malinowski 1967, 264).

‘.. . our final goal is to enrich and deepen ownoworld’s vision, to
understand our own nature and make it finer intaligly and artistically.
In grasping the essential outlook of others, whke teverence and real
understanding, due even to savages, we cannowiadming our own.’
—Bronislaw Malinowski, London, circa 1921, (Malinelw 1922, 517-
518).
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CHAPTERONE

STEREOTYPES ANDANTHROPOLOGY

Introduction

It used to be widely accepted amongst anthropdegist when they did
fieldwork with foreign cultures they experiencedraihing called ‘culture
shock.” This book will argue that ‘culture shocls & useful model for
understanding a part of human experience, whethgrye a businessman
abroad, an exchange student, a traveler or anagutugist. However, in
its most widely-known form, ‘culture shock’ has heeeavily influenced
by what are best termed ‘implicitly religious’ bef: logically unsustainable
but fervently held beliefs, broadly of the samedkias those held by
religious groups. These can be contrasted, in atgpe, with scientific
beliefs, which are held cautiously and due to thidence proving them to
be true.

Some of the proponents of these implicitly religideeliefs are using
culture shock to keep the beliefs alive in the mubbnsciousness; some,
vaguely accepting these ideas, are employingrta&e money and others
are neglecting it for reasons also underpinnedniplicit religiosity. The
plight of culture shock reflects the plight of amthology, the discipline
which gave birth to it, and the dominance, in ttescipline, of various
forms of implicit religiosity, such as postmodemisand cultural
relativism (see Kuznar 1997). This book will shoawhthe most well-
known model of culture shock is part of a broadligious discourse. By
so doing, it will aim both to better understandteré shock and to show
how it can still be useful, if divorced from its pticitly religious
dimensions, to broadly scientific scholars. It wilso suggest how
anthropology itself might be stripped of its idegitmal infiltration and
returned to the realm of science.

The idea of ‘culture shock’ had been around margryevhen it was
systematized by the Canadian anthropologist Kalebaerg (1901 —
1973) in a 1954 presentation (Oberg 1954) latedighdd in Practical
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Anthropology(Oberg 1960%.0berg divided culture shock into four stages.
Stage one was the ‘honeymoon phase’ where you fthumaew culture
fascinating. Stage two was ‘reaction.’ You reacigdinst the culture and
experienced a breakdown where you became angryireattbnal and
sought-out fellow expatriates and co-nationals teate negative
‘stereotypes’ about the host culture, and to roremet your own. After
this there was ‘resignation,” where you could atogmr situation and
develop various coping mechanisms, and, finally yad a realization.
After sufficient immersion, you understood that tbelture was ‘just
another way of living’ and you realized that it wast worse than your
own culture but simply a product of a differenttbry. Casting aside your
stereotypes, you had overcome culture shock. Obergidel gradually
made it into the popular sphere with self-help Imakd business seminars
offering advice on how to defeat ‘culture shock'dathe business-
damaging stereotypes it supposedly leads to.

In Defence of Stereotypes

In this first chapter, we will do three things: Wall defend scientific
anthropology and, in doing so, defend ‘stereotypas;will examine the
central debates in the history of anthropology higtlight the influence
of implicit religiosity over the discipline and,ntlly, we will set out how
we will show that culture shock has become infusét various forms of
implicit religiosity and how, stripped of these, dan be scientifically
useful.

Modern-day anthropology generally dislikes what f@becalled
‘stereotypes’ and attempts to dispute them (e.gples and Bailey 2009,
95). When an anthropologist reviews a new ethndgrdpr an academic
journal and does not especially like it, he maygesg that it engages in
‘stereotypes.’ That he uses the word ‘stereotypellamight be regarded
as problematic. When Oberg presented ‘Culture Shtstkreotype’ was a
relatively new word and he had to explain what @amt. Now, | would
argue that it is an emotive and insulting word witinnotations of racial
prejudice and can be a fallacious means of attgc&invork with which
you do not agree. ‘Stereotype’ has the potentialvtok as a smear.
Fostering a charged atmosphere and playing on pgptiérvently-

! Whenever individuals are discussed as historigatés, rather than simply cited,
I have, where possible, provided their nationaliggars of birth and, where
appropriate, death. When referring to the work mdividual scholars, | have,
where possible, stated their discipline.
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believed ideologies (see Ellis 2004) it may leadricacademic opponent’s
work being unjustifiably dismissed or to intelleatuwopponents feeling
intimidated and so less likely to engage in debate.

But stereotypes can be useful as long as they s&d with caution.
Any taxonomy engages in stereotypes and does sausedt is only
through some kind of essentialism that you can gaimothold on the
mountain of knowledge and so begin to ascend i& Adition of species,
and making divisions between the appearance anavimh of different
species, involves some form of stereotyping wheiatividual differences
are played-down, but it is useful as a way of beigig to make sense of
the world. In creating a stereotype, we tend tesg@mé an example of the
‘type’ which embodies all the characteristics thag seen to distinguish
that ‘type.” Accordingly, the stereotype is an extre or ideal version of
the category in question. But breaking up realitlp ithese stereotypes is
useful to the extent that it helps us to better mahend reality and make
predictions. Thus, we might make a distinction hestv ‘extrovert’ and
‘introvert.” This may seem simplistic and the diwis involves extreme
types, in that most people fall somewhere betwbenwo extremes. But
this division is useful as long as it permits usrake predictions about the
behaviour of individuals according to which steypat they can cautiously
be placed in, and if it allows us to better compreh their behaviour.
Equally, in the following analysis, we will empldhilosopher Sir Karl
Popper's (1966b) division between ‘civilization’ oiscience’ and
‘religion’ or ‘tribe.” Again, this is a binary digion. It does not seem to
appreciate the complex differences between diftereealigions’ or
different ‘civilizations’ or the way that most seties fall somewhere
between the two extremes. But positing these tviemes (the archetypal
‘civilization’ and the archetypal ‘tribe’) is usdfif it allows us to better
make predictions about these societies and understaw and why they
operate as they do. If, for example, we wantednidetstand why a given
society produces far more inventions than its rigagin, Popper’s division
might be a useful means of helping us to understeimgl It would be a
predictive, and thus a scientifically useful, mo@el

The view that anthropologists ‘don’'t like stereaggp is itself a
stereotype because | can think of a few that defbadh (e.g. Fox 2004,
Ch. 1), though it is probably broadly true. Thereerev certainly
stereotypes, when | was an undergraduate at Dutha@wersity, about the
kind of student who studied ‘anthropology.’ In athaiversities, or time
periods, the stereotypes would have been diffeaguict | would argue,

2 See Chapter Five for a discussion of the origfrstereotypes.
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therefore, that these undergraduate stereotypes bwyuseful in

understanding the essential divides in anthropobogy even the religious
influence upon it. The Durham University anthropp$éd was probably
female, from a professional middle class (though npper-class)

background, inclined to wear ethnic-style clothes, politicalbpcialist

(and probably accepting cultural relativism) andlsravelled, perhaps on
a ‘Gap Year' abroad before starting university.

In some ways, this stereotype might put us in miidAmerican
anthropologist Margaret Mead (1901 — 197®he was female, from a
professional middle class background, educated @tnia (an Ivy
League university), had eccentric dress sense |skd to carry a staff)
and was politically left wing.However, an important difference between
Mead and our undergraduate stereotype about ‘guilfogists’ was that,
whatever their merits (see Orans 1986 or Freem&8)1%lead produced
works describing ‘cultures’ and attempting analysisf them.
Anthropologists, according to the stereotypes whewas a student,
seemed to do this less than one might think. Thegevencouraged (so it
seemed) to reject the whole idea of ‘culture’ abfakhioned (or ‘static’),
somehow imperialistic (because it assessed a fetltbhrough a foreign
category), too popular, ‘reified’ . . . and so dé#se their observations
without using the concept at all. And because these ‘Westerners,’ they
were encouraged to write essays engaging in salfssis which looked at
their position as anthropologists, their influercethose they studied, the
political dimensions to the ‘exercise’ or ‘projeaf anthropology and
whether they could really make any statements alvbatever it was they
were studying. This is, of course, a ‘stereotypet to the extent that it
was accurate (based on limited empirical obsermatihis evidenced
postmodern influence on anthropology. Even morethem with other
‘modern’ degrees, such as ‘sociology,” anthropolagys academically
light, self-absorbed, produced lots of jargon, avab heavily influenced
by various fashionable but inconsistent ideolo¢ées Chapter Two).

This would not have been the stereotype of an aptiogist had |
been beginning my degree at Durham University 1&8Ber than 1999.
Putting aside the fact that you could not studyisdoanthropology at
Durham as a separate discipline back then, theatigrical anthropologist
of 1899 would have been quite different. He woutdhably have been

3 See Argyle (1994) for a discussion of class dymarim Britain. For America, see
Ortner (2006).

4 For an interesting examination of Mead’s life S&mnkman (2009).

® | appreciate the debate over the usefulness sfikision. For further discussion
see Gabb (2007) or Bobbio (1996).
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professional middle class like his modern equivial®ut he would have
been male, politically conservative (favouring grad change and
practicality over idealisf), he would have accepted, unlike many cultural
relativists, that a significant component of chéeaavas hereditary and
fixed and he may even have believed that charagtes substantially
inherited, he would have dressed fairly conventigr@and may well not
have been especially well-travelled, though higdgtmight be packed
with intriguing paraphernalia from tribes and fgmicountries. Unlike the
modern anthropologist, he would probably have sdiTheology,
Classics, Philosophy and possibly Law as Wéildeed, social anthropology
itself was grounded in science and, in particuaglutionary Theory.By
contrast, in November 2010, the American Anthropial Association
voted to remove the word ‘science’ from its MissiBratement, leading to
an acrimonious academic and media debate (see \RgddNovember
2010 or Berrett 30 November 2010).

In some ways, this stereotype might put us in nah8ir James Frazer
(1854 — 1941). Also from a professional middle slhackground, Frazer,
who was Scottish, originally studied Classics aaggbw University and
later at Cambridge University before briefly stuatyi Law. His
understanding of religion was clearly influenced Byolution, as he
argued that societies moved through a hierarchstazfes from Magic to
Religion and then Science. He did not accept cailtweterminism,
arguing that there was a common human nature wbaiid not be
altered. And he was not particularly well travelléte went to Italy and
Greece but otherwise relied on sources, writingi@op letters to
sojourners and missionaries (see Besterman 1938)melgum opudhe
Golden Bough(Frazer 1922)did not rely on fieldwork but rather on
‘armchair anthropology,” rather like an historiaelying on others’
observations as his primary sources. When | begatutdy anthropology
in more detail as a postgraduate, one of my tubegan the course by
dismissing the work of Sir James Frazer preciselgabise he was an
‘armchair anthropologist.” Polish anthropologistoBislaw Malinowski
(1884 — 1942) had sunk Frazer's anthropology thnohis enforced

® This is the common lexical definition of ‘consetigan,” such as in the Oxford
English Dictionary.

" Perhaps the nearest person to this stereotypeirfa® University at the time
was F. B. Jevons (1858 — 1936), a polymath whaifedt Classics and Philosophy
there from 1882 to 1930, but also researched Caatipar Religion and
Anthropology. See Davies (1991) for a biography.

8 For histories of anthropology see Eriksen (20G1$tocking (1998).



6 Chapter One

extended fieldwork in the Trobriand Islands duriéprid War 12 He
persuaded anthropologists that the way to makeesehs culture was
through lengthy participant observation; througtualty going to the tribe
and living as it lived until you were competentiia language and even
perceived the world through the native’'s eyes (Maliski 1922, 21 - 25),
thus understanding it through your own observation.

Frazer's own anthropology had involved a problemkttk of context.
Frazer drew upon, for example, other people’s d@sens of a particular
tribal practice and used them to justify a parcuimodel of the
development of society but he was not able to pfotiber to see how this
practice fitted into the societal whole and whatattual historical origins
were. In trying to understand, for example, thegios of the succession
practices of the priesthood of Nemi, he would sfseuabout its origins
by drawing upon out-of-context descriptions of diigtal tribal practices
in other parts of the world (see Gellner 1998, 1Hpazer himself was
extremely impressed by Malinowski’'s use of lengtiparticipant
observation and immersion and he made this cletiveirpreface he wrote
to Malinowski’'s Argonaut’s of the West Pacifi€razer 1922, vii — viii).
However, for Malinowski's school, Frazer's anthréqmy, especially its
emphasis on reconstructing human prehistory fromeatitribal practices,
was unacceptably speculative because the requiiddree was lacking.
The anthropologist should engage in purely ‘funediist’ theories. This
involved concentrating more on the present, trga#n society as an
organism, attempting to understand how the sepaats functioned as
part of the whole and ultimately how they relatedbasic human instincts.
However, this relationship with biology declined @myst Malinowski's
successors (see Gellner 1998, 121).

Malinowski also stressed that tribal organizatioasd Western
societies, though superficially very different froeach other, were
actually broadly extremely similar and that thereswo clear intellectual
difference between Westerners and those whom hitedtuThese views
also became highly influential in anthropology (s8andall 2001).
However, though Malinowski said this in public, g¢his not what he
recorded in his posthumously published diariesthiem he writes, for
example, ‘1 see the life of the natives as uttedgvoid of interest or
importance, something as remote from me as the difea dog’
(Malinowski 1967, 167). He also talks about hisrdagly hating the

° As an Austro-Hungarian subject, the Australiarhatrities gave Malinowski the
choice either of being interned as an enemy alidiving on the islands. He took
the latter option (Stocking 1983, 71).
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niggers, (264)° Clearly, he is extremely emotional. That he latees
things very differently, when he is writing his mtgraphy back in
London, would be congruous with Oberg’s model dfue shock.

Science and Anthropology

Apart from the lack of actual fieldwork, it is mpmtention that Sir James
Frazer's form of anthropology is, overall, a bettere than either that
influenced by Margaret Mead or the postmodernistg)se ideas we will
examine. Frazer should not simply be dismissedzeltner (1998, 113)
dismisses him, as a kind of ‘King Harold’ figureiin the anthropological
Dark Ages who is slain by William the Conqueror (Mawski),
heralding the start of the anthropology’s real dugt’ Frazer's
anthropology is genuinely in the tradition of saenlt draws upon the
available empirical evidence, in the form of sogic® answer discrete
research questions and speculate intelligently cdbase this available
evidence and this is what science does (see Pd@&s and below). It
describes and taxonomises but it does so in oodeetter understand how
the world (or a little part of the world) works, $lat further scientific
enquiry can be built upon its findings, and it skothe relationship
between these findings and broader scientific kedgé. Malinowski's
innovation, of which Frazer approved, provided &drevay of obtaining
the required evidence. But with its grounding imlbgical science and
Evolutionary Theory, Frazer's anthropology is ‘ciliegt.” It can be
reduced, in theory, to the next level of sciendgeldgy, which in turn can
be reduced to chemistry, physics and, ultimatethematics.

Biologist Edward O. Wilson (1998) argues that wa aahieve a more
in-depth understanding of the world through unifyiihe sciences, social
sciences and humanities. In summary, he maintdias knowledge is

10 Writing in Polish, he uses the wordgrami, which is not a Polish word

According to Stocking (1983, 102, footnote 2), ‘Whé&alinowski seems to have
done is render the English epithet phoneticallygf') and add the Polish ending
(“ami”) . . . Stocking demonstrates that the wosés an epithet at the time,
though not as strong as it is now, and that Malsiovenly uses it after several
years socialising with colonial administrators,oprio which he always writes
‘natives.” But what is more important is that Malimski feels hatred for these
natives.

1 Brunner (2003, x) observes that Gellner employkdrhatic metaphors,’ though
I don't think the comparison between Frazer andiidaski and King Harold and
William the Conqueror works. There was no battletwieen the two

anthropologists. Frazer approved of Malinowski'sdaation.
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reached both by fragmentation (in the sense ofatamhism in order to
gain purchase on an object of study) but also,iallycby reconstruction.
We are witnessing an ‘ongoing fragmentation of kleolge' (8) as we
divide into many sub-disciplines and ‘consilencesuld consequently be
positive for scholarship. Consilence is metaphyditda the ‘success’ of
science provides a strong case for its veracitysdi notes that ethics,
social policy, environmental policy and social scie are clearly closely
related domains yet they stand apart with sepanatetitioners, modes of
analysis, language and standards. The result fsision with regard to the
areas of overlap, yet it is here ‘where most realldvproblems exist’ (10).
Wilson therefore argues that these specialists ,mared can, reach an
agreement on standards of abstract principles amkmtiary proof. He
then proceeds to prove how humanity and sociahsei@xplanations are
ultimately question-begging (and, in some casesplsi ideological) and
fully make sense only with ‘consilience’ into bighp and psychology.
Wilson's idea has been criticised, with criticsrgta belief that a ‘rational
society’ is not the same as a ‘scientific socidtyt it has been countered
that these critics then use ‘science’ as theimate model for a rational
society. Wilson has also been criticised for amsgcratic view of ‘the
Enlightenment quest’ but this does not undermireldigic of consilience
(Segerstrale 2000, 360-361). The academic insettuctionist’ has also
been levelled. Wilson answers that a finding isyasdientific if it can be
reduced to the terms of the science underpinnigdt it is the nature of
science to look for the simplest explanation bamethe evidence. To find
this problematic, as implied by using the term tretibnist,’ is to find
science and ultimately logic problematic.

Consilience characterizes scientific enquiry. Itsinbe possible to
reduce research in a particular discipline dowrth® discipline which
ultimately underpins it. Secondly, ‘science’ musvadlve certain agreed
characteristics. Listing the characteristics whaclord connotes is widely
regarded as a crucial aspect of any definition. (Elgrley 2008). With
regard to ‘science,” anthropologist Lawrence Kuz(#997, 22) argues
that these are the following:

(1) It must be solely empirical. If a disciplinedased on unprovable or
inconsistent dogmas it is not scientific.

(2) It must be systematic and exploratory.

(3) It must be logical. This means, in particuléinat fallacious
arguments, such as appeal hominemappeal to motive or any other
form of rhetoric must be avoided. It also meang tha research and
arguments must be consistent.
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(4) It must be theoretical. It must attempt to expl to answer

guestions and, where possible, predict.

(5) It must be self-critical, prepared to abandongtheld models as
new information arises.

(6) Its propositions must be open to testing arslffeation.

(7) As it wishes its theories to be falsified amsl anybody can, in
theory, falsify them, science should be a publiivay.

(8) It should assume that reality is actually @adl can be understood.
It should be epistemologically optimistic.

| think that Kuznar’'s defence of ‘science’ is higlgersuasive. He posits
the archetypal ‘science’ which can be contrasteth wihe archetypal
‘religion’ or ‘tribe.” Apart from both being systesnof thought and
practice, ‘religion’ would be the opposite and wabtherefore involve:

(1) Belief in some kind of force or hidden hand inehthe empirical
universe.

(2) Inconsistent beliefs.

(3) Being unsystematic in reaching knowledge, bingoso through
intuition, for example.

(3) A lack of logic, exemplified in fallacious angentation and even
violence.

(4) Predictions which are vague or inaccurate.

(5) A lack of self-criticism and thus fervent attacent to beliefs (even
if they are proven to be incorrect) and ritual pices.

(6) Assenting to beliefs which by their very nataemnot be falsified.
(7) Secrets and knowledge open only to initiated/@nstrong group
borders, whether in terms of belief or practicedering some people
members of a fervently rejected out-group.

(8) Epistemological pessimism and an acceptanoeysferies.

We will examine in more detail how best to defirdigion in Chapter
Three. However, there are four small areas wheweuld disagree with
Kuznar or wish to nuance what Kuznar has to say.

Firstly, he seems to imply that a discipline is fsaientific’ if it takes
as a starting assumption a view which is contragbeamongst scientists
(103). But | do not think that this is unscientiffidche scholar first argues
that it should not be controversial and demonsirtitat the view is in fact
scientific or, at least, it is inconsistent to agthat it is not scientific
because something else, very similar to it, is pirkas scientific.
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Secondly, he implies that if a scholar states @ifipenotivation that is
not purely the pursuit of truth (such as improvingnanity in some way)
this renders his research unscientific. There ameyntheories regarding
how we should define the word ‘truth’ (see Dowdexd &chwartz 2004).
In common usage, however, something is ‘true’ i§iin accordance with
the facts or actuality’ (e.g. Oxford English Diatary). This is known as
‘correspondence theory,’ it implies that there isatuality to be known
and, as we need, as much as possible, to havedstiefiaitions of terms
to engage in discussion (see Hurley 2008), it is hwiill define ‘truth’ in
this discussion. It might be argued that a motoratother than just the
pursuit of truth is ultimately scientific becausesdflects a desire to create
a more scientific world in which, for example, p&opre more innately
intelligent or the intelligent have a better oppaoity to become scientists.
| think these kinds of motivations are only probéim if they are placed
in the way of the pursuit of truth. Otherwise, akdznar accepts this
(217), scientists are likely to have emotional oeasfor studying what
they do. Their own motives (as long as they doimi@rfere with science)
are irrelevant.

Thirdly, we should remember that there is a dedeeeavhich it is
difficult for anthropology to be fully ‘logical’ ina very particular sense.
Assuming we accept that there are benefits to tgtigk analysis (perhaps
that it can reveal information that might not othise be revealed) we
must accept that certain assertions made by arglugigts about their
fieldwork may be useful and possibly accurate tloungt scientifically
proven with a probability of more than fifty per¢ermhus, from the
viewpoint of Logic, many anthropological asserti@me at best cautiously
useful and, at worst, unsound inductive arguméBiis this does not mean
that such evidence cannot be useful, if treateth wétution. As such, |
would emphasise that anthropology should striveatolw a scientific
standard to the greatest extent possible and, ios®, will experience
many of the successes of that towards which itestri

Fourthly, regarding being ‘self-critical,’” it miglte argued that a sense
of humility is an important part of science. In erdo be ‘self-critical’
there is a degree to which you must avoid beingstore of yourself and
this sits well with a community of scientific pramt in which new
research is only deemed acceptable if deemed sactgpted scientific
authorities. But, at the same time, there is a idenf dimension to
science. If science involves challenging receivedwedge, then there
comes a point where humility must be abandonedo#tingly, the idea
that science must be ‘humble’ is problematic ikideployed as a way of
dismissing new thinking as not being in the spifilscience because it is
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(arrogantly and precociously) challenging convemdlathinking. Science
must be self-critical but not so much so that itsility leads to scientists
avoiding challenging conventional thinking. Accargly, a balance must
be struck between humility and ‘iconoclasm’ (seeddaski 1974, 249)
just as, as | will argue below, a society mightkstra balance between
tribalism and civilization or the scientific commtynmight strike a balance
between authority and the space for challengingy tiénking. This is

never easy to do and it may be a continuous sairdebate.

There are anecdotes about ‘great scholars’ beinmlite.” However,
this is not borne out by the facts, if we assuna #h‘great scholar’ must
make a significant contribution to his field. ‘Gasés,” amongst whom
‘great scholars’ are generally found, tend towalds/iing psychotic
personalities and are thus more prone to self-denfie, even arrogance,
than humility (e.g. Simonton 1984). A prominent exde, in anthropology,
is New Zealander Derek Freeman (1916 — 2001). fating Margaret
Mead's research on Samoa (Freeman 1983), he idyws#en to have
discredited the then anthropological dogma of caltdeterminism. It has
been argued that Freeman was heavily motivatedistretlit Mead by
‘narcissistic personality disorder’ (see Caton 2005

Consilient anthropology, Wilson (1975, 547) argui@siolves being
like a ‘zoologist from another planet.’ Just as @olegist examines a
species as an outsider, you must attempt to actieveame thing with the
human species and its various sub-groups. Thougbatay with your
subjects may help in some ways, to assess them itherdegree to which
you must remain detached. If you do not, then wstmuestion whether
your pursduit is scientific and wonder if it reflectome latter-day form of
tribalism or religiosity (see below). But before wramine in more detail
the assertion that non-consilient anthropology ffecéively religious in
character, it would be helpful to highlight in modetail the essential
divides between anthropologists such as Sir JameefFand those of the
more naturalistic school because the naturalistaldvargue that their
school was, indeed, congruous with science (e.gs2610Db).

Positivism versus Naturalism

There are two main understandings of the aim ofaghaphy and to a
certain degree they relate to the essentialism/malism debate which we
can take back beyond Plato and which we have aireatthed upon. We
can divide between ‘positivism’ and ‘naturalism.’

In stating this dichotomy, | must emphasise thainl aware that there
are many shades in between and there is, of counsabsolute divide in
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anthropology. Dean Siatta writes (comment on Berd&® November
2010), ‘The cartoonish “science vs. anti-sciencalirfing of this latest
attempt to analyze tensions within the discipliseboth dismaying and
regrettable when epistemologies are available ¢hat effectively bridge
or integrate the values of science and humanismtteSdoes not give an
example of one of these ‘espistemologies’ but, fratblem aside, the
summary of the divide not only involves appeal tsuit (implicitly
terming an opponent’s views as child-like) but tkia strawman summary
of how reasonable scholars employ essentialism.

According to Popper (1966b), on the one haerdsentialists—
following the Platonic view — argue that every cgpicis an imperfect
reflection of the ideal of that concept (which, @ting to Plato, can be
found in the world of forms accessible through ititellect). These forms
are unchanging and it is the task of science terdesthe true nature of
things and thus focus on the definitions of termgkilosopher Daniel
Dennett (1995, 95) observes that scientists shofildourse’ define their
terms but ‘only up to a point.’” He provides a madeersion of the so
callednominalistcritique. Nominalistsare more interested in understanding
how something behaves in different circumstancestaey make use of a
concept if it is helpful (see Oderberg 2007). Theilkalways be different
ways of defining a set term and different defimgowill be useful in
different situations. But to insist, in an essdigidashion, that terms must
always be perfectly defined before being employstl$ us to a situation
where we can do very little. As Dennett (1995, 8Byerves, there are
manifold difficulties defining a word such as ‘ist#l but, aware of the
intellectual difficulties, we can still use the capt as a tool to further our
understanding. Some form of essentialism is necgssa order to
taxonomise the world and further understand itfbatissing so intensely
on the precise meaning of words leads us to at&ituavhere we cannot
really go any further.

The first suggested aim of ethnography is usualljnmarised as
‘positivism.” According to archetypal positivisthie aim of science is to
answer causal questions. Science is based aroendntpirical method,
scientists accrue their observations and answadr thesstions within
certain theoretical frameworks and ultimately withthe framework of
Logic. We can apply this method to understandingeties. The problems
are that the societies change more quickly tharpthsical universe, the
observer may influence the society by observingnitl the observer is
personally and psychologically fallible. Nevertredepositivists argue that
‘science’ is the only legitimate model for socialience even if they
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engage in the immersion fieldwork associated witle tnaturalist’
tradition.

By contrast, many ‘naturalists’ argue that socigiesce involves a
different form of knowing. They appeal to scienoe their model but in a
different way. For naturalists, the social worldosld be studied in its
natural setting, which includes immersing yourselfthe culture. The
primary aim should be to describe what happens leow the people
involved understand what happens. For many nastsak key element of
this is having an attitude of ‘respect’ for the tumal world’ and the
worldview of the people being studied; somethingngtmes summarised
as the empathetic perspective of the anthropololyisturalism generally
makes a number of other assumptions. Many nattgadi® sceptical of
the view that people’s behaviour can be scientlfigaredicted, claiming
that human life is too complex for this. There isnavement amongst
naturalists which is sceptical of science more 8lpand many suggest
that you should have a commitment to the groupdstandied above any
commitment to scientific principles (see Kuznar 709n this latter sense,
naturalism turns anthropology into a kind of pokti project; something
more than just science.

Regarding the immersion idea, it strikes me thétmately, this is
what any thinker can do. You immerse yourself imsthing relatively
new, as an outsider, and you can thus reach neaghtesabout it as you
become an insidéf. But the common naturalist position with regard to
theory appears to be problematic. If you describ@twou see you are
inherently engaging in some kind of theorisatiorcghese in order to
describe it you must use language and languagédves/@ategories which
in turn reflect a worldview and therefore some kofdtheory, no matter
how implicit (see Gentner 1982). Accordingly, orymi start describing a
society, you are engaging in some kind of theoy yau are therefore not
that different from the positivist.

However, anthropologist Tobias Rees (2010a) hasiged a very
interesting defence of the opposite position in dbarnal of the Royal
Anthropological InstituteHe argues (162) that ‘anthropology is informed
by the insight that general theories hinder rathan further ethnographic
inquiry . . . what is needed now is not generabtles but rather the

12 Berger (1963, 23) thus argues that sociologicatadiery involves ‘culture
shock’ but without the geographical displacemenad®& (1974) argues that
‘culture shock’ can occur in any research settingould agree and add that this
evidences the accuracy of applying the idea ofckht cultural immersion.
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insight that theories are not the remedy. The veawdrd is inquiry.*® |

am not sure that this implied distinction betwegperteral theory’ and
‘inquiry’ is particularly easy to sustain. Wilsof998, 42) argues that the
hard sciences are akin to gold prospecting. Sesisnfind an area where
there are still things we do not quite understand they start digging.
They are interested in discrete questions, jusRess suggests is true of
anthropology (Rees, 162): ‘How does this work? Vdibgs this do this?’
However, one cannot divorce their ‘inquiries’ frdtheory.” One cannot
‘inquire’ without some kind of theory because armguimy involves
answering a question and the possible answersnaezently ‘theories.’
To make the ‘native point of view' (162) comprehibies to the reader
there will be some kind of theoretical foundation, matter how implicit.
A ‘general theory’ is an extension of discrete tles: it is an attempt to
answer a relatively broad — ‘general’ — questioniciwhunites various
discrete inquiries. If this is a hindrance to ettmaphy, it is hindrance to
any branch of science. It risks the same obviousdb fallacies but this
does not mean it is of no use — if drawn upon célsef in making sense
of an object of inquiry and furthering understamgdid general theory of
canine behaviour is useful, even if there are ghiihical pitfalls to be
navigated, and the same is true, though even naoefut navigation may
be required, of the general theories of human bHebawsuggested by
scholars such as Wilson (1975). It is not ‘geneffaory’ that is
problematic in ethnography but ‘dogmatic generalotly,” and this point
is equally true with any other branch of sciencs. Pennett (1995, 39)
notes, ‘essentialism’ may be a problem but ‘cagti@ssentialism’ is
necessary to pursue enquiry.

Rees (2010b) has presented a thought-provokingomsspto these
concerns. In an article entitled ‘On the challengeand beauty — of
(contemporary) anthropology,’” he states: ‘One oantainly think through
the conceptual presuppositions one brings to reBeaithout articulating
them in the form of a falsifiable theory’ (896). i$tstatement seems to
imply that you should act on intuition, rather thaork out and present
your theories and if this is what Rees means itn@ scientific.
Nevertheless, this is stated as a crucial criticasih yet there is no attempt
to back it up at all. Rees (2010b, 897) argues figddwork involves
disorientation and a shattering of preconceptiassif there is a moment
of vacuum-like nothingness from which insights apapex nihila ‘But
what happens when one enters the field? Is it hedyes the case that

131t might be argued that the need to ‘enquire’ iipy accepts that there is an
objective reality which can be better known.
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fieldwork . . . profoundly shatters the preconcedi¥e . . this derailment
invalidates the preconceived, robs the ethnograpulfiethe conceptual
framework with which she has arrived in the fielfiiese are interesting
observations but expressing ideas — through larguagnvolves some
kind of category system and, accordingly, no matiwv implicit, some

form of theory about how things operate, becaus@rd-view, and thus

theory, underpins language. If what Rees descigéss own experience
then this appears to be akin to a religious expedeand we will explore
this in Chapters Eight and Nine. But it is appealrttuition to ignore a
reasoned argument in favour of your own emotiongledences. These
experiences should be examined scientifically te sew common they
are, in what circumstances they occur and, withgtiantific framework,

why they occur.

Secondly, returning to my critique of anthropol@jioaturalism, | do
not agree that human life is so different from Kfidied by zoologists.
The zoologist influences that which he studies &edis fallible, the
zoologist may deal with quite complex organisatidng the zoologist
would not suggest that you cannot predict animalkb®ur. You can do
this and you can do this with humans and, indeéfferent groups of
humans and this is convincingly proven, even if yaust be careful not to
be too sure of yourself and even if the predictianight be broad and
comparative. For example, Wilson (1998, 184) oleethat understanding
human ‘mating strategy,’ influenced by the factt tleemales have more at
stake in sexual activity than males, has allowealobists to correctly
predict, cross-culturally, human patterns of mdieice, courtship, sexual
permissiveness, paternity anxiety and gender-bhsbkdviour differences.
‘Mating theory’ predicts that, on average, men vi# concerned with
their partner’s fidelity while women will be moremrcerned with material
resources and security. Men would be prone to owity, women more
coy and selective. This is all borne out by theudatHuman societies are
more complex than chimpanzee societies (becausehiree developed
more complex communication for example) but they raot fundamentally
different and, therefore, they do not require adamentally different
method; they require a more nuanced and more cautiersion of the
same method. This, again, raises the issue of ts#am.

Historically, we have been used to drawing a clieae between
‘humans’ and ‘animals.” Darwin, and research buifion his theory,
demonstrates that there is no such clear line @ggwin 1859). Humans
are a modern form of ape and this is reflected uthmof their physical
appearance and their behaviour (see Wilson 197Byugh individual
humans differ, just as individual chimpanzees dfediwe can, carefully,



16 Chapter One

posit an average ‘human nature;’ a human behaviost@reotype.
Behaviour reflects an animal’s brain and that hrblke any other part of a
biological organism, will have survived in the formwhich it has (giving
humans the inclinations which it does) becauseftiis led to the greatest
reproductive success in a particular environmeatcit humans off from
animals, as somehow fundamentally different, isindhe spirit of either
Evolution or cautious essentialism and it risksgimig an important means
of making sense of human behaviour. Moreover, asvilesee later, the
tabula rasamodel of human nature, which was once dominantbuia$
science, is no longer tenable. Margaret Mead’s §182minal research in
Samoa purported to prove cultural determinism, thedefore that humans
were a blank slate, through its findings that Samaes non-violent,
sexually liberated and was a negative instancerimg of teenage angst
and rebelliousness. This was the positive prootufural determinism
and it was discredited by Freeman (1983) who fothrat Samoa was
extremely violent and Mead’s research was flawent, least because
mischievous teenagers deliberately lied to her (Feeeman 1999).
Moreover, Mead only spent a few months conductiag fleldwork and
did not live as a Samoan, choosing instead todivthe American Naval
Base. Even more importantly, scientists have foand, continue to find,
specific genes which account for specific and d$igant personality
differences, such as differences in anxiety le(gde Chapter Ten).

The idea of having a commitment to the group (onpathy’ for the
group) above your commitment to science appearsnéoto be an
unjustifiable idea in that it renders groups of lams special and above the
scientific method, and this, | would argue, invavede factofailure to
accept the full consequences of Evolutionary Theahjch positions Man
as evolved from the zoological sphere. Regardiegisbue of respecting
the group, | would submit that we should approdehgroup with an open
mind. But that does not mean you should simply gmethe group’s view
and avoid any analysis with which they might dissgrThis would be
putting a dogma or principle above the search fothi a sign of
religiosity, not science. It may be useful to hase ‘empathetic
perspective,’ just as it would be when studying g@@gk animals (see
Lyons and Fitzgerald 2005, 239), but if this isgeld above the search for
truth then this leads us towards tribalism, whezepte’s feelings, about
dogmas and rituals, are put above the pursuiudh iisee Popper 1963).

Moreover, all the points which can be made aboet shpposedly
subjective anthropologist could be made, perhagsd&idently, about the
‘hard science’ zoologist, further demonstratingt thadifferent method is
not required. The zoologist influences the anintads studies to some



