[ & & =z #28 ]

a5 R &L ST

- R fHMEUR

e STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION IN PRIMITIVE SOCIETY ~———
[#IA-R-fE A LA B F
(—)




B HIERS B ( CIP) #iiE

R S SR/ (38) B
T EBFE —Iba UM R4, 2006. 12

(FEH¥FREHIE)

ISBN 7-80195-582-X

I.E... I.0%..QT7... W. EHtS
—H o ANRE—XHEWNE V. (0912.4-53

b E R A E 45 CIP B4 (2006 ) 5 141689 &

e S E5M 56

B F [RIARNUBEEAKR-HYH ¥ TEHE B
RS B WARE R

HRRAT UM

o i JEETETER X BN AATH 35 5(100037)
RATHIE (010)68992190/2/3/5/6

g www. jiuzhoupress. com
jiuzhou@ jiuzhoupress. com
=R TTERRT

630 x970mm 1/16

33.25

356 F+

2007 461 A 1R

2007 4F 1 A58 1 WENR
ISBN 7-80195-582-X/C - 102
68.00 JL( £ _f})

R

&

N

aF
ERE

M BN HD
SR

BFRE  @BBR



BN ewEFEIL
K RA R E)
Hmigit: & & H R



Hihie 1581

R FARBEHZRRA S, BT TR B R0 BT i) 4 #
EFR X BEETMN S, AAMTRABE, BRWEER W T B
ARXAR R RHR . XE(T T FREHIUE) (FEXBA)
Wi T HPBEA RN — L2 E ITRIED B, FR%E M
HREZ 2T,

(FFTHAREHUE) BB ERFEFRFHLER, AR
BEFE SOEVREE BURE BT ¥ e ALE OHE,
B IRFER, FEAESE EAR MR, KR TARE
R AR FRRIRGESLE

CPUTTFARZHICHE) oA B 38 SR 3 s b SCRP A9 3
SCEA, IZEBU M X R, S T U BB SCHMER A E
I SR ERAR , E A MR AR T O AR AR AR B

AU H], FEXPRECERE, EESHO.Q- R %
A RSCREERMEA(1) (2] FBRRR . EFHFRPH
BRGSO TURR AR BR R 51 B R, OFHE B EFIE” PR T
DA R 50 ERFE D, F - BRREEBR LHIRHE
BABEFE, BB E T U BEXHEFED, e
PRI, WA R, R R AR

LM i R AL



Structure And Function In Primitive Society

By A. R. Radcliffe-Brown
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INTRODUCTION

The papers reprinted here are occasional papers in the fullest
sense of the term; each of them was written for a particular occasion.
They do, however, have some measure of unity as being written from a
particular theoretical point of view.

What is meant by a theory is a scheme of interpretation which is
applied, or is thought to be applicable, to the understanding of phe-
nomena of a certain class. A theory consists of a set of analytical con-
cepts, which should be clearly defined in their reference to concrete re-
ality, and which should be logically connected. I propose, therefore,
by way of introduction to these miscellaneous papers, to give defini-
tions of certain concepts of which I make use for purposes of analysis of
social phenomena. It must be remembered that there is very litile a-
greement amongst anthropologists in the concepts and terms they use,
so that this Introduction and the papers that follow are to be taken as an
exposition of one particular theory, not of a commonly accepted theory.

History And Theory

The difference between the historical study of social institutions
and the theoretical study can be easily seen by comparing economic
history and theoretical economics, or by comparing the history of law
with theoretical jurisprudence. In anthropology, however, there has
been and still is a great deal of confusion which is maintained by dis-
cussions in which terms such as ‘history’ and ‘science’ or * theory’
are used by disputants in very different meanings. These confusions
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could be to a considerable extent avoided by using the recognised
terms of logic and methodology and distinguishing between idiographic
and nomothetic enquiries.

In an idiographic enquiry the purpose is to establish as accepta-
ble certain particular or factual propositions or statements. A nomo-
thetic enquiry, on the contrary, has for its purpose to arrive at accept-
able general propositions. We define the nature of an enquiry by the
kind of conclusions that are aimed at.

History, as usually understood, is the study of records and mon-
uments for the purpose of providing knowledge about conditions and e-
vents of the past, including those investigations that are concerned
with the quite recent past. It is clear that history consists primarily of
idiographic enquiries. In the last century there was a dispute, the fa-
mous Methodenstreit, as to whether historians should admit theoretical
considerations in their work or deal in generalisations. A great many
historians have taken the view that nomothetic enquiries should not be
included in historical studies, which should be confined to telling us
what happened and how it happened. Theoretical or nomothetic en-
quiries should be left to sociology. But there are some writers who
think that a historian may, or even should, include theoretical inter-
pretations in his account of the past. Controversy on this subject, and
on the relation between history and sociology, still continues after six-
ty years. Certainly there are writings by historians which are to be val-
ued not solely as idiographic accounts of the facts of the past but as
containing theoretical ( nomothetic) interpretations of those facts. The
tradition in French historical studies of Fustel de Coulanges and his
followers, such as Gustave Glotz, illustrates this kind of combination.
Some modern writers refer to it as sociological history or historical so-
ciology.

In anthropology, meaning by that the study of what are called the

primitive or backward peoples, the term ethnography applies to what
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is specifically a mode of idiographic enquiry, the aim of which is to
give acceptable accounts of such peoples and their social life. Ethnog-
raphy differs from history in that the ethnographer derives his knowl-
edge, or some major part of it, from direct observation of or contact
with the people about whom he writes, and not, like the historian,
from written records. Prehistoric archaeology, which is another
branch of anthropology, is clearly an idiographic study, aimed at giv-
ing us factual knowledge about the prehistoric past.

The theoretical study of social institutions in general is usually
referred to as sociology, but as this name can be loosely used for man-
y different kinds of writings about society we can speak more specific-
ally of theoretical or comparative sociology. When Frazer gave his In-
augural Lecture as the first Professor of Social Anthropology in 1908
he defined social anthropology as that branch of sociology that deals
with primitive societies.

Certain confusions amongst anthropologists result from the failure
to distinguish between historical explanation of institutions and theoret-
ical understanding. If we ask why it is that a certain institution exists
in a particular society the appropriate answer is a historical statement
as to its origin. To explain why the United States has a political con-
stitution with a President, two Houses of Congress, a Cabinet, a Su-
preme Court, we refer to the history of North America. This is histori-
cal explanation in the proper sense of the term. The existence of an
institution is explained by reference to a complex sequence of events
forming a causal chain of which it is a result.

The acceptability of a historical explanation depends on the full-
ness and reliability of the historical record. In the primitive societies
that are studied by social anthropology there are no historical records.
We have no knowledge of the development of social institutions among
the Australian aborigines for example. Anthropologists, thinking of
their study as a kind of historical study, fall back on conjecture and i-
magination, and invent ‘pseudo-historical’ or ‘ pseudo-causal’ ex-

planations. We have had, for example, innumerable and sometimes
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conflicting pseudo-historical accounts of the origin and development of
the totemic institutions of the Australian aborigines. In the papers of
this volume mention is made of certain pseudo-historical speculations.
The view taken here is that such speculations are not merely useless
but are worse than useless. This does not in any way imply the rejec-
tion of historical explanation but quite the contrary.

Comparative sociology, of which social anthropology is a branch,
is here conceived as a theoretical or nomothetic study of which the aim
is to provide acceptable generalisations. The theoretical understanding
of a particular institution is its interpretation in the light of such gene-

ralisations.

Social Process

A first question that must be asked if we are to formulate a sys-
tematic theory of comparative sociology is: What is the concrete, ob-
servable, phenomenal reality with which the theory is to be con-
cermed? Some anthropologists would say that the reality consists of
‘societies’ conceived as being in some sense or other discrete real
entities. Others, however, describe the reality that has to be studied
as consisting of ‘ cultures’ , each of which is again conceived as some
kind of discrete entity. Still others seem to think of the subject as
concerned with both kinds of entities, ‘societies’ and ‘ cultures’ , so
that the relation of these then presents a problem.

My own view is that the concrete reality with which the social an-
thropologist is concerned in observation, description, comparison and
classification, is not any sort of entity but a process, the process of
social life. The unit of investigation is the social life of some particu-

lar region of the earth during a certain period of time. The process
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itself consists of an immense multitude of actions and interactions of
human beings, acting as individuals or in combinations or groups. A-
midst the diversity of the particular events there are discoverable regu-
larities, so that it is possible to give statements or descriptions of cer-
tain general features of the social life of a selected region. A statement
of such significant general features of the process of social life consti-
tutes a description of what may be called a form of social life. My con-
ception of social anthropology is as the comparative theoretical study
of forms of social life amongst primitive peoples.

A form of social life amongst a certain collection of human beings
may remain approximately the same over a certain period. But over a
sufficient length of time the form of social life itself undergoes change
or modification. Therefore, while we can regard the events of social
life as constituting a process, there is over and above this the process
of change in the form of social life. In a synchronic description we
give an account of a form of social life as it exists at a certain time,
abstracting as far as possible from changes that may be taking place in
its features. A diachronic account, on the other hand, is an account
of such changes over a period. In comparative sociology we have to
deal theoretically with the continuity of, and with changes in, forms

of social life.

Culture

Anthropologists use the word ‘ culture’ in a number of different
senses. It seems to me that some of them use it as equivalent to what
I call a form of social life. In its ordinary use in English ‘ culture’ ,
which is much the same idea as cultivation, refers to a process, and
we can define it as the process by which a person acquires, from
contact with other persons or from such things as books or works of
art, knowledge, skill, ideas, beliefs, tastes, sentiments. In a parti-
cular society we can discover certain processes of cultural tradition ,

using the word tradition in its literal meaning of handing on or handing
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down. The understanding and use of a language is passed on by a
process of cultural tradition in this sense. An Englishman learns by
such a process to understand and use the English language, but in
some sections of the society he may also learn Latin, or Greek, or
French, or Welsh. In complex modern societies there are a great
number of separate cultural traditions. By one a person may learn to
be a doctor or surgeon, by another he may learn to be an engineer or
an architect. In the simplest forms of social life the number of sepa-
rate cultural traditions may be reduced to two, one for men and the
other for women.

If we treat the social reality that we are investigating as being not
an entity but a process, then culture and cultural tradition are names
for certain recognisable aspects of that process, but not, of course,
the whole process. The terms are convenient ways of referring to cer-
tain aspects of human social life. It is by reason of the existence of
culture and cultural traditions that human social life differs very
markedly from the social life of other animal species. The transmis-
sion of learnt ways of thinking, feeling and acting constitutes the cul-
tural process, which is a specific feature of human social life. It is, of
course, part of that process of interaction amongst persons which is
here defined as the social process thought of as the social reality.
Continuity and change in the forms of social life being the subjects of
investigation of comparative sociology, the continuity of cultural tradi-
tions and changes in those traditions are amongst the things that have

to be taken into account.

Social System

It was Montesquieu who, in the middle of the eighteenth centu-
ry, laid the foundations of comparative sociology, and in doing so for-
mulated and used a conception that has been and can be referred to

by the use of the term social system. His theory, which constituted
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