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Edmund Leach was born in 1910, and educated at
Marlborough College and Clare College, Cambridge.
He served in Burma during the war, and while there
continued the anthropological fieldwork that he had
begun in Formosa and Kurdistan. In 1947 he was
appointed Lecturer in Social Anthropology at the
London School of Economics, and later Reader. He
moved to Cambridge in 1953, and became Provost of
King's College in 1966 and Professor of Social
Anthropology in 1972. In addition to many academic
honours, he was invited to deliver the 1967 B.B.C.
Reith Lectures, subsequently published as A Runaway
World. Among his other publications are Political

Systems of Highland Burma, Rethinking Anthropology,
and Geisesis us Myth.
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The Man Himself

-1aude 1 ¢yj grauss, Professor of Social Anthropology at the
~Olldge ge France, is, by common consent, the most dis-
LN guished exponent of this particular acadgmlc trade tq
< founqg anywhere outside the English speaking \:vorld, but
<holarg who call themselves social anthropologlst§ are of
YVO Kinds. The prototype of the first was the late Sir Jameg
“Fazer (1854~1941), author of The Golden Bough. He wa
an of monumental learning who had no first hand acquajy, .
RANce with the lives of the primitive peoples about whq e
"V Xote. He hoped to discover fundamental truths aboy the
Aatyre of human psychology by comparing the detailg of
2Wmgp culture on a world wide scale. The protot e o
-':ZQP Second was Bronislaw Malinowski (1884-1942), borf

13« 2land but naturalised an Englishman, who spent mqey L 12
g

S
) academic life analysing the results of research hticolﬁ
'VQ himself had personally conducted over a pen.od of on
ears. in a single small village in far off Melan&{a, Hig ai r

sa S to show how this exotic community ‘functioneq -'M
- Oqia) system and how its individual members Pass Q
hhr()ugh their lives from the cradle to the grave, He .ood
t}.\Q“e interested in the differences between human culturas

2 in their overall similarity. Qg
Ay ost of those who at present call themselveg

t

. SQc¢3
b, thropologists cither in Britain or the United Stateg ng}al
3. 2e ‘functionalists’; broadly speaking they are anthyq
>

PO
s . . Ol
Sts in the style and tradition of MalmoyVSl}l. In cq Q.
S}:aude Lévi~$t):'auss is a social anthropologist in the tray; ISt,
t

. iy
i is ultimate cong, Qn
«ugh not in the st):'le of Frazer. His ul )
esgtablish facts which are true about ‘the human miy, dls

>

| — -



Lévi-Strauss

rather than ab_ou‘t the organisation of any particular society
or c]as§ of societies. The difference is fundamental. \
In his day Malinowski had three kinds of celebrity. His
renown among the general public was as a prophet of free:
love. Though tame by modern standards, his accounts of
the sexual eccentricities of Trobriand Islanders were rated
as near pornography. The almost passionate enthusiasm of
rofessional colleagues rested on other grounds, firstly the
novelty 9f his methods of field research which have now
been universally imitated, secondly the dogmas of his
ecial brand of :functiona]ism', an oversimplified mechan-
jstic style of sociological theorising now generally viewed
:th some contempt.

Lévi-Strauss' record has been quite different. From the
very start he has been a straight scholar-intellectual. Apart
grom some engaging photographs of naked Amazonian
Jadies tucked in at the end of Tristes Tropiques (1955), he

s refrfllned lf(riom popularising gimmicks of the kind which
le Mahno;vvzlf to entitle one of his Trobriand monographs
The Sea(u; ]d’ e of Sava_ges. By Malinowski standards Lévi-

auss’ fie rescarch is of only moderate quality. The
anding charagcterjstic of his writing, whether in

h-o]:, l?ca[i:n%hs}]" is that 'it is difficult to understand;
his oao]mgin theories combine baffling complexity with

vel'“’he g erudition. Some readers even suspect that
o are being treated t i Bt
chey. 2 i immene 0 a conﬁd?nce trick. Even now,
despli olleagues st?"prcstxge, the critics among his profes-
5i0 aca demic import gr eat]y outnum'ber the disciples. Yet
his z'lred ot 50 muchafpce is unquestioned. Lévi-Strauss is
2 rn]originality with WC;:: the novelty of his ideas as for the
po destc 4 new ways of 1]Ch he seeks to apply them. He has
e e that is intorenti ooking at familiar facts; it is the
2 1€t s of the us ing rather than the practical con-

uen € to which it has b
58‘] he method, as such j ee.n put.
gical and it has arou’ 1s as much linguistic as anthro-
olo sed excitement among many differ-

outst
Fre
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The Man Himself

ant brands of intellectual, students of literature, of politics,
~f ancient philosophy, of theology, of art. The purpose of
this book is to give some indication of why this should be
50. But first I must declare a personal prejudice.

I myself was once a pupil of Malinowski and I am, at
heart, still a ‘functionalist’ even though 1 recognise the
Limitations of Malinowski’s own brand of theory. Although
I have occasionally used the ‘structuralist’ methods of Lévi-
Strauss to illuminate particular features of particular cul-
tural systems the gap between my general position and that
of Lévi-Strauss is very wide. This difference of viewpoint is
bound to show through in the pages which follow. My main
task is to give an account of Lévi-Strauss’ methods anq

opinions rather than to offer private comments, but | ¢y
not pretend to be a disinterested observer. -

My concern is with Lévi-Strauss’ ideas, not his life hj
but since his bibliography, starting in 1936, l;:e}:\gtory'
cludes eleven books and well over 100 substantial aniy g
have a formidable task. No-one could survey such a files !
scape without introducing distortions and I am goj and-
make matters even worse by ignoring the chronology In E to
'Sl'tﬁrt in the middle and work both forwards and baclév,,:};gn
ere is a personal justificati i ici S.
neowe 18 bep:xplain e]d ' ion for this eccentricity wh; ch
We may think of Lévi-Strauss’s writings asa t .
star radiating around the autobiograghical e}gﬁ:zpomted
travel book Tristes Tropiques (1955). The three 1-graphic
the. star would then be labelled: (i) kinship theorylm-\-)s of
lloglc of myth, (iii) the theory of primitive class{ﬁ(u) the
n my biased estimation the first of these, which (ation,
the'earllest, is the least important. This is a value jud > also
}Vhlch our author himself does not share. In his latgﬁment
*mgs Lévx:Strauss frequently refers back to Les Streur Writ.
élémentaires de la parenté (1949) as if it were an auCtures
tative landmark in the history of social anthropolo thor;i.

8Y ang

9



Lévi-Strauss

the substantially revised English language edition (19t
includes a vigorous polemical counter-attack against t
views of those English admirers like myself who have dan
to suggest that parts of his history do not fit the facts.
Obviously a book of this sort cannot provide me with
base from which to develop a sympathetic commentary ¢
Lévi-Strauss’ general attitude. So I shall leave it until ﬂ’
end. Meanwhile we need a chronological guideline. Tabl€"
provides dates for a series of significant events.

-

Table A.  Chronology of the Life of Lévi-Strauss®

Year

1908 Born in Belgium "

1914—18 Lived with his parents (his father was an art¥
near Versailles 3

192732 Student in University of Paris, where he tooK | |
degree in Law with agrégation in Philosophy. ﬁ 1
reading included works “by the masters of ef
F{ench School of Sociology”—presumably Salﬂ
Simon, Comte, Durkheim, Mauss?

24 Through the patronage of Celestin Bouglé,c Djrect?” ;
19 Through the patronage of Celestin Bouglé,c Directat

4
193 of the Ecole Normale Superieure, was offered
POst as Professor of Sociology at the University ¢
Sio Paulo, Brazil

934{’:7 I]; YOf'SSor of Sociology, University of So Pau]Od' 1
! Funng this period he scems to have returned 3
b;f’g;_ce .o several occasions. He also made sever?’
o v:sxts.to the interior of Brazil to engage in
cthlographic jnyestigations. By the end of th€
period he had had about five months of actud
ﬁe]d °xperienc¢
342 :}Esdwgg";;‘.e: Prit.nitive SoFiety (1920) i.n English?
19 Is first introduction to specialist anthro”

.
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The Man Himself

pological writing. E. Metraux’s French translation
of Lowie's book was not published until 1935

First anthropological publication: a 45-page article
on the social organisation of the Bororo Indians

Having resigned from the scrvice of the University
of Sio Paulo he obtained French Government
financial support for a more extensive expedition
to central Brazil. The details of the expedition are
hard to determine. Lévi-Strauss initially had two
scientific companions engaged in other kinds of
research. The party left its base at Cuiaba in Jupe
1938 and rcached the junction of the Madeira and
Machado rivers by the end of the year. They seem
to have been on the move nearly the whole time,
Everything that Lévi-Strauss has written aboyt the
Nambikwara and Tupi-Kawahib Indians seems tq b
based on this experience

In France on military service

(Spring) Made his way via Martinique and Puertq
Rico to New York to take up a post at the New
School for Social Rescarch engineered for hjp, b
Robert Lowie, E. Metraux and Max Ascoli Yy

Contributed article ‘L'analyse structurale e
linguistique et en anthropologie’ to Word; oy n

of the Linguistic Circle of New York (foundedmbal
Roman Jakobson and his associates) y

French Cultural Attaché in the United Stateg

La Vie familiale et sociale des Indiens Namp
(Paris : Société des Américanistes)

Les Structures élémentaires de la parentg (Ki
Edition, Paris: P.U.F.) rst

Director of Studies at the Ecole pratique des |

ikwarq

. . au

¢tudes, University of Paris (Laboratory of SOctiei

Anthropology) (E.P.H.E.) ‘ a
Iy

A




Lévi-Strauss

1950 Short fieldwork trip to Chittagong, East Pakistan
1952 Race and History (Paris : UNESCO)

195360  Secretary General of the International Council ¢
Social Sciences

‘The Structural Study of Myth’, Journal of AmericG

1955 Folklore, Vol. 68, No. 270, pp. 428-44, and Trist¢
Tropiques (Paris : Plon) )
Anthropologie Structurale (Paris: Plon

1955 Appointed to Chair of Social Anthropology at the

1959 Collége de France me
‘La Geste d’'Asdiwal’ (Annuaire de I' EP.-H.E., §

1960 section, Sciences Religieuses, 1958-59 : Paris) e

62 Le Totémisme qujourd’hui and La Pensé.e sglflf;’:i o!

19 Mythologiques, Vol. 1: Le Cru et le cuit.

1964 the Legion of Honour
Mythologiques, Vol. 11 : Du Miel aux Cendrefé s de

1925 Mythologiques, Vol. 111: L’Origine des maniere
table .

i Awarded the Gold Medal of the Cent.re NatIOFTI‘iLg;

7968 . 1a_Recherche scientifigue ‘the highest

scientific distinction’ dor
Mythologiques, yol, 1V : L’Homme nu. Comman

197* National Order of Merit
5 Member of the French Academy
197 ious; s mation comes
urces 27¢ V2OUS: down to 1941 most of the mfo'};rofessor Lévi
SO' " rristes Tropiques. The author is indcbtcd_ to b
a froauss for some Correctiong to the text as first issuc iue had beer
de'.SUa"f's talsotrflCalls that from a very early agijolescencc he
L ensely JUCrested in gogy00"0nq that in late a i
p- if‘w:lDPCd an interese, first in psycho-analysis, and then .
[4 jsm.
g/[af";é had tfarlicr been
90‘;1 née Sociologigue
c A

i the
associated with Emile Durkheim a;u;llos QQ
Y academic profession hec was a ph

12




The Man Himself

pher but his Teputation rests on a treatise on the mdmn\éct?isx:f
system the firse yorgion of which appeared in 1900. Boug
self Never Visited 1nga.

. The UniVersity hag peen founded by French init.iativc and t}_lc
French diPlomatic mission was still concerned with the recruit-
ment Of Staff. LéyviSirauss claims that he caused some conster-
nationd AMONg his Erench colleagues because of h.15 heretical
attitud® 10 the funcrionalist teachings of Durkheim and his
interest in the works of the American cthnologists Boas, Kroeber
and Lowie.

One further biographical fact which seeps through into

a number of Lévi_Strauss writings, notably in the Introduc-
tion (‘ouverture’) ang intricatel

N y arranged chapter headingg
of Mythologiques 1 is that he is a gifted musician.

Footnote ® to Table A deserves further elaboration. In
Tristes Tropiques (19g5) Lévi-Strauss describes Geology
Psycho-analysis and Marxism as his ‘three mistresses’, mai.
ing it QUIte clear that Geology was his first love.

I will come back to the Geology in a moment but first |e¢
\us glance at his Marxism. Lévi-Strauss himself remarks that .

“Marxism seemed to me to proceed in the same wy

: logy and - 1l three sh S
geol08Y and psycho-analysis. ... All three showeq that

' understanding consists in the reduction of on

i € type o
reality to another; that true reality is never £
+ obvious of realities

] the mOSt

... in all these cases the pProblem is
the same: the relation ... between reason and sense
perception .. " (W.W.: 61). )

; In practice, the relevance of Marxist ideology for
.understanding of Lévi-Strauss is difficult to determine.
'Strauss’ use of dialectic, with the formal sequence of thesjg_
rantithesis—synthesis, is Hegelian rather than Marxist anq his
:attitude to history seems to be quite contrary to Marxige
-dogma. But the picture is greatly confused by the dialecticy,
interplay between the Existentialism of Sartre and the
Structuralism of Lévi-Strauss.

an
Lévi.
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Lévi-Strauss

Lévi-Strauss first met Sartre in the flesh in New York:
1946 but they had earlier mutual acquaintances. Tt
Simone de Beauvoir and Merleau Ponty were both fellc:
student teachers with Lévi-Strauss at the Lycée Janson ¢
Sailly, (P.C.). Articles by Lévi-Strauss have often appeare
in Sartre’s journal Les Temps Modernes, but it would see:
that by 1955 personal relations between the two men W&
distinctly strained. In Tristes Tropiques Lévi-Strauss &
marks of Existentialism that:

“To promote private preoccupations to the rank of phflf:
sophical problems is dangerous and may end in a kin:
of shop-girl’s philosophy’” (W.W.: 62).

and the whole of Chapter 9 of La Pensée sauvage is devotes
to a polemical attack against Sartre’s Critique de la raisg_.‘
dialectique. LéviStrauss is especially scornful of Sa.rezi&:
(apparent) opinion that the members of exotic SO0 e
must necessarily be incapable of intellectual zmalySISS »
powers of rational demonstration. Nevertheless he ha
admit that:
“he feels himself very close to Sartre whenever the latte
?pp}lesd]?lmsel.f with incomparable artistry; t© grasping
n ltf.ie lalectical movement, a present oF P2
experience within oy own culture” (S.M-i 2£0)-
But _thtg Sartre is a Marxist: and so also, from time tc
ime, tltser ::;Sp-auer so he says! Both authors freely
spa eir Page . ¢ ; inolo anc
S t rminology N
cnouncle the oth 8es with Marxist ter! argon. On thi
er I ca A & ;
a;tcomm;lgo I g more than draw the reader's atte::gcl’:
eminiscent of 1, Y Jean Pouillon (1965) which 1S Stro=e .

€Wis Carroll’s account of the non-battl

tween Tweed]),
b€ "am not tryined:;" and Tweedledee.

.on is at all Close g0 SuBgest that Lévi-Strauss’ present pOSi
crary it is, in mg O that of the Existentialists; on the con
Y Tespects, very remote. But Existen

14



The Man Himself

tialism and Lévi-Strauss’ brand of Structuralism have com-

mon Marxist roots and the distinction between the twois by

Nno means as sharp as some would 1i’ke to belie.ve;. D}:$p1te
the savage attack on Sartre, La Pensée sauvage is dedicated
to the memory of Maurice Merlf:au-Ponty, the Phenomep_
ologist philosopher, whose pos'fnon was, on the face. of it,
very much closer to Existentialism than to Structuralism.

The squabble with Sartre over ‘history’ is very similar
to the squabble with Ricoeur over ‘hermt_:neunc (Ricoeur -
1963). It stems from a different evaluation of .the ‘arrow
of time’. For the Phenomenologists and the Exxstent',ansts
history provides the myth which justifies the present, b“{_-
the present is also a necessary culmination of where higtqg
has brought us to. The Structuralist position is much log
egocentric: history offers us images of past societieg Whic}s‘
were structural transformations of those we know, n eith
better nor worse. We, in our vantage point of the Presa ey
are not in a privileged position of superiority. Byt Lént-’
Strauss’ own attitude to history is elusive and I ¢ay, Vi
advise the persistent enquirer to consult for himSelfonly
densely argued pp. 256—64 of The Savage Mind (1966) the

Two features in Lévi-Strauss’ position seem crucia} . F
he holds that the study of history diachronically angsuy
- study of anthropology cross-culturally but synchrgp;

the
are two alternative ways of doing the same kind of th?:‘c ally,

“The anthropologist respects history, but he do
©accord it a special value. He conceives it ag a S ngg
«  complementary to his own: one of them unfy St“dy
range of human socicties in time, the other in g acrls N4
the difference is even less great than it mighte‘ Anq
since the historian strives to reconstruct the Pict Seery,
vanished socicties as they were at the points Whiure o
them corresponded to the present, while the ethpg ch £
does his best to reconstruct the historical stageg™ @ Phey
temporally preceded their existing form” (S.M.; 25‘g)hich

g
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Lévi-Strauss

?s;:;ngg); rI:j:‘c,;llsctcrtaigisoltPSISts that when history takes
ot of hi past events it is part of the think

resen 1S past. For the thinking human being
recollected experience is contemporaneous; as in myth,
events are part 9f a single synchronous totality. Here !
off-stage model is Proust and the penultimate chapter
Pensée sauvage (1962), which is entitled “Le Tem

7

RetrOUve"' 'S"Plainly intended to echo ““A la Recherche
Temp: .
]nCIdCHFa"Y the whole corpus of Lévi-Strauss’ writing®
Kked with oblique references and puns of this kind whi!
Verlain€'s Symbolist formula ‘“‘pas de couleur, I
que la nuagce (“no colour, nothing but nuance:'z. 01“
65: 54) has remarked that the Symbolist poets “insi®"
the function of poetic language and particularly
- nages was "l:’lt to illustrate ideas but to embody an o ;.
ise i“deﬁ?aLée.exPeriEnce". Readers who find the pr e
P ani“g othis vi-Strauss’ prose persistenﬂ)’ elusxve sho
eff‘emberthi Part of hjs Jjterary backgr ound- istO"
r* put o0 S Matter of the Structuralist Vi€¥ of his’
¢ further POInt deserves note. Althoug Vi-Srauss oy
oz;ntb' rg?e n:ls his View that the structures of prim "y
. ght;e in ‘t)hzsen.t in our modern minds just as”muf—' it
¢heY o‘if; hiStOry"r?.‘l: ds of those who belong tot tSO(f:,g £
with | strate this e has been very cautious abot ry; s v
3™ ce (Chapte, 1 'iValence. In La Pensée S""Vag'eci s
5b’i‘)1ication of Strucyy, he. does occasionally Cs:essl gf 2y
aPjeure °ﬁf°“temp°r“"ahst arguments to feal h rﬂoj
cY . he aV!Is a ary Western Europe put for the 631
art . ve Societie S e ine betwW
P2 mit es, v2IP (though arbitrary) IiP s
M e they a Wh g ry 2. ot
PrcavC ude ;en :i‘helel:gh are grist for the anthgosPOI.‘; fi
j " ; ed soci
D story”. Levi arOPologne Static, and advare 2

#in _curalist techn?aussgica] analysis becaus® they I

Y€ ces. Evenp \Ques as consistently rerst, to af pel
ﬁeq\le s in theti the analysis of dlachro J

istorical past survive in



The Man Himself

‘onsciousness only as myth and it is an intrinsic character-
stic of myth (and also of Lévi-Strauss’ structural analysis)
hat the chronological sequence of events is irrelevant.?

It is in this context that Lévi-Strauss’ comments on
}cology become particularly revealing.

The presuppositions of r1g9th-century anthropologists
" ere proto-historical, Evolutionist or Diffusionist as the case
Might be. But Lévi-Strauss’ time sense is geological
Although, like Tyler and Frazer, he seems to be interesteci
Y the customs of contemporary primitive Peoples onl
hecause he thinks of them as being in some sense primaeva%’
e dt.)es not argue, as Frazer might have done, that Whaé
ahI)_nmaeval is inferior. In a landscape, rocks of immenge
re Hiquity may be found alongside sediments of relative]

<ent origin, but we do not argue on that account t}(: y
< is inferior to the other. So also with living thin at

Implication human societies) : &s (and

‘Sometimes ... on one side and the other of a hi
Srevice we find two green plants of differen s ldc-len
ach has chosen the soil which suits it: ang we peleEs.
at within the rock are two ammonites, one ¢ | Calise

as involutions less complex than the other’s, We ]‘_'Vhlch
!lat is to say a difference of many thousands Elimpge

time and space suddenly commingle; the living ((>1f yea}'s;
Of that moment juxtaposes one age and the o lVerSlty

Perpetuates them’ (W.W.: 60). her and

LLQI\{Ote that it is not really the green plants tha

By i\’1~Strauss' interest; they merely trigger off hj s t aroyge
iQ]ts‘ decper concern is with what is underneath_g_ ""10sity,
lahf'gether more abstract, the relationship pey,, mething
g Monites, residues of living species which CeaSGdee o
T Mions of years in the past. And yet again the .. © ®Xist
A s justified in being interested in this 3b3tracti0 Son he

rows light on the present, the difference betw IS thap
O green plants. €en hjg
17
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Lévi-Strauss

“Unlike the history of the historians history as €
geologist aqd the psycho-analyst sees it is intende tc
body forth in time—rather in the manner of a tabled%
vivant—certain fundamental properties of the phySica:
and psychical universe” (W.W.: 6o-1).

This search for ‘fundamental properties’ is a recurrém¥
theme in all Lévi-Strauss’ writings, but it is not just a mattex
of antiquarian curiosity. The point is rather that what i
fundamental and universal must be the essence of our r'tae
nature, and we can use an understanding of that naturé <

improve ourselves :

. the second phase of our undertaking is that while
clinging to elements from any one particular society>
make use of all of them in order to distinguish thOSSe
rinciples of social life which may be applied to reforra
our oWn customs and not thc_Jse of customs foreign tc
our OWn - - our own society is the only one which W
can ansform anq yet not destroy, since the changess

ch we should introduce would come from withirn =

z{’)\];lw : 391-2).

[ .
not
we

chis passage shows, Lévi-Strauss is a visiona
/‘:s Je with those who see visions is that they gnyaaizitgltlf
ﬂ:cf?ﬁ cult © recognise the plain matter of fact world whic ¥~
di . rest of us see all around. Lévi-Strauss pursues his anthr <.
th gy because he conceives of primitive peoples aax
‘0 4 uced }nodels of what is essential in all mankind, blx
«“r€ esulting ‘Rousseau-like noble savages inhabit a “:orlq
th€ r removed from the dirt and squalor which is th
ver)’ anthl‘f’POIOgISt'S normal stamping ground. s
ael his 15 lmROTttahnt- A careful study of Tristes Tropigueg
als ¢hat, in the whole course of his Brazilian travels
yeve: Gerauss can never have stayed in one place for mor
LEVIT few weeks at a time and that he was never able tes,

¢pa”
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The Man Himself

converse easily with any of his native informants in their
native language. .

There are many kinds of anthropological enquiry, but
Malinowski style intensive fieldwork employing the ver-
nacular, which is now the standard research technique
employed by nearly all Anglo-American social anthropolo-
gists, is an entirely different procedure from the careful
but uncomprehending description of manners and customs,
based on the use of special informants and interpreters,
which was the original source for most of the ethnographic
observations on which Lévi-Strauss, like his Frazerian pre-
decessors, has chosen to rely.

It is perfectly true that an experienced anthropologist,
Vvisiting a ‘new’ primitive society for the first time and
Wworking with the aid of competent interpreters, may be
able, after a stay of only a few days, to develop in his own
mind a fairly comprehensive ‘model’ of how the social
system works, but it is also true that if he stays for six
months and learns to speak the local language very little
of that original ‘model’ will remain. Indeed the task of
understanding how the system works will by then appear
even more formidable than it did just two days after his
first arrival.

Lévi-Strauss himself has never had the opportunity to
suffer this demoralising experience and he never comes to
8rips with the issues involved.

In all his writings Lévi-Strauss assumes that the simple,
first stage, ‘model’ generated by the observer’s first impres.
sions corresponds quite closely to a genuine (and very im-
Portant) ethnographic reality—the ‘conscious model’ which
is present in the minds of the anthropologist’s informants,
In contrast, to anthropologists who have had a wider ang
more varied range of field experience, it seems all too
obvious that this initial model is little more tha.n. an amal-
gam of the observer’s own prejudiced presuppositions.

On this account many would argue that Lévi-Strauss, ljke
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Frazer, is insufficiently critical of his source material. He

Iways seems to be able to find just what he is lookin g
for. Any evidence however dubious is acceptable so lon 1
as it fits with logically calculated expectations; bu
wherever the data runs counter to the theory Lévi-Straus
MWW
of his powelTW JAVEETVE To have the heresy thrown out &
&ourt! So we need to remember that Lévi-Strauss’ primx!
traiming was in philosophy and law; he consistently behave
as an advocate defending a cause rather than as a scientis
searching for ultimate truth.

But the philosopher-advocate is also a poet. William
Empson’s The Seven 'T).'pes of Ambiguity (1931) belongs' to
class of literary criticism which is wholly antipathetic €
contemporary Structuralists, but none the less it make
excellent introductory reading for any would-be student <
Lévi-Strauss. Lévi-Strauss has not actually published poetry
put his whole attitude to the sounds and meanings ara
combinations and permutations of language elements b~
crays his nature.

The grand four volume study of the structure of Amex

indian Mythology is not entitled Mythologies b
ytholoqiques-——the ‘logics of myth’, and the object of th=
exercise 18 to explore the mysterious interconnections b«
ween these myth-logics and other logics. This is poet
:: ountry and thos§ who get impatient with the tortuow
nastics of Lévi-Straussian argument—as most of us <
g/ need to remember that he shares with Freud a most
arkable capacity for leading us all unaware into the innex
oSt 1ecesses of our secret emotions.
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2 Oysters, Smoked Salm0n and Stilton Cheese
[

I{‘Lévi-S':ral.lss is disting‘;ISI:i?d among the intellectuals of his
‘own country as th€ '€3AINg exponent of ‘Structuralism’,
a word which has €O™€ 0 be useq a5 if it denoted a whole
new philosophy of life on the analogy of ‘Marxism’ or
‘Existentialism’. What 1S this ‘Stryctyralism’ all about?

. The general argument runs something like this: What
,We know about the external world we apprehend through
,our senses. The phenomena which we perceive have the
‘characteristics which We attribute to them because of the
"way our senses operat'f_: and the way the human brain is
"designed to order ?“d Interpret the stimuli which are feq
jinto it. One very important feature of this ordering pro-
cess is that we cut Up the continua of space and time with
‘which we are surrounded into segments so that we are
,predisposed to think of the environment as consisting of
\vast numbers of separate things belonging to named classes,
band to think of the passage of time as consisting of
sequences of separate events, porrespondingly. when, ag
)men, we construct artificial things (artifacts of all kinds),
‘or devise ceremonials, Or write histories of the past, we
imitate our apprehension of Nature : the products of our CyJ.
‘iure are segmented and ordered in the same way as we sup-
7pose the products of Nature to be segmented and ordered,

' Let me give a very simple example of what I mean, The
colour spectrum, which runs from violet, through blue, tq
green, to yellow, to red, is a continuum. There is no natura)
point at which green changes to yellow or yellow to req.
Our mental recogniUOl} of colour is a response to Variationg
jn the quality of the light input, notably to luminosity ,
between dark and light and to wavelength as betWeen

. . 2r
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Lévis trauss

!Ong and short. Wavelength gets shorter as we move fro;
Infra-red to ultra-violet, while temperature, as measured c
a thermometer, gets less; luminosity is zero at either er;
of thfs spectrum and reaches a maximum in the middl.
that is in the yellow.* It is a discrimination of the huma
brain which breaks up this continuum into segments so tha
we feel that blue, green, yellow, red etc. are quite ‘different
colours, This ordering mechanism of the brain is such thz
anyone who is not colour blind can readily be taught tc
feel that green is the ‘opposite’ of red in the same way a:
black is the opposite of white. In our own culture we havt
in fact been taught to make this discrimination and be
cause of this we find it appropriate to use red and greex
signals as if they corresponded to + and —. Actually we
make a number of oppositions of this kind in vyhlch rec
is contrasted not only with green but also with other
‘colours’, notably white, black, blue and yellow. When wt
make paired oppositions of this kind, red is consistentl:
jven the same value, it is treated as a danger sign: ho
taps, live electric wires, debit entries in account books, stoy
signs on roads and railways. This is a pattern which t}t:rr.
up in many other cultures besides our own and in t }‘:5‘
other cases there is often a quite explicit recc;)gmtlolj t a
¢he ‘danger’ of red derives from its ‘natural’ associatior
with blood. )
Anyway, In our case, with traffic lights bot
d on roads, GREEN means Go and RED means S
many situations this is sufficient. However if we want t
Hevise @ further signa] with an intermediate meaning—
ABOUT TO STOP-ABOUT 10 Go, we choose the colour ;ELLO\R
wed° tg:js gtécl;ause, in the spectrum, it lies midway betwee
zEN 2 :
G Bﬁfthis example the ordering of the colours gr een-yellow
g is the $aME as the ordering of the instructions GO—CAU
1€t —sToP; the colour system and the signal system hawt

oN"" ", , ] \
1‘}: e same structure’, the one is a transformation of the other
o

h on railway
TOP. Fc



Oysters, Smoked Salmon and Stilton Cheese

But notice how we have arrived at this transformation :

a. the colour spectrum exists in Nature as a continuum

b. the human brain interprets this continuum as if it
consisted of discontinuous segments

c. the human brain searches for an appropriate represen-
tation of a binary opposition +/— and selects green
and red as a binary pair

d. having set up this polar opposition, the human brain is
dissatisfied with the resulting discontinuity and
searches for an intermediate position: not + /not —

e. it then goes back to the original Natural continuum
and chooses yellow as the intermediate signal because
the brain is able to perceive yellow as a discontinuous
intermediate segment lying between green and red

f. thus the final Cultural product—the three colour traffic
signal—is a simplified imitation of a phenomenon of

Nature—the colour spectrum—as apprehended by the
human brain

T_hc essence of this whole argument may be exhibited in
a d.lagram which is displayed on the next page (Fig. 1)
which represents two superimposed triangles. The
corners of the first triangle are the colours GREEN, YELLOW,
RED which are differentiated along two axes : (i) short wave-
length/long wavelength and (ii) low luminosity/high
luminosity. The corners of the second triangle are three
instructions concerning movement: co—continue in a
state of movement, CAUTION—prepare to change your state
of movement, STOP—continue in a state of non-movement.
These messages are again differentiated along two axes:
(i) movement/ no movement and (ii) change/no change. By
superimposing one schema on the other the colours become
signals for the underlying instructions: the natural struc-
ture of the colour relationg is the same as the logical
structure relating the three instructions :
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WAVELENGTH
(movement)

SHORT «——————p LONG

(move) (don't moY
HIGH
o8 - (changc) 2;?;[{8:{
L((‘J:?":‘l'inu“” Low
GREEN ED
(no cha nge) (g0) (f:(op)

Tramc signal colour triangle

is particular example has not, so far ar
Trh en used by I--éV_i-Strauss, but the Strl?gullr?l?i‘lsta:;’l :
evehaf giangles of this kind, implying comparable a¥
is € ? tions of models of Nature as apprehended by hum?
Orx:l"s ,ave VETY general application, though, in the gen€®
2in>’ OSslblllltleS are more complicated. 8
example, the pattern was subject to two ec
m ﬂ;i);ts : firstly it is a ‘fact of Nature’ that the Sefslge
5 2 urs in the spectrum is green—yellow-red and
¢ O cen-red or green-red-yellow, and secondly th
jJo%; rther fact of Nature, which certainly goes back

€ fu N
Yy theearl)’ palaeolithic times, that human beings ha‘/‘;
S

ijs - . .
ver)’wcy “l’ﬂg;‘ike a direct association between red 2
€ dur and < is toasba substance, so that, if any one of th
0106 c© olll']ike] ¢ € selected to mean: ‘stoP—danger" 1‘0_
pre ore Y to be red than either yellow or green-
t Ch unt the correlat (h
rr,u ﬂcco are, in thi ation between the members of oh
1:r,i5 fri”ds ’ Is case, more or less pre-determined.
o

Y

C
C
T
t

ces® { red-yellow—green

» 2l STOP—CAUTION—GO
Py

and we dO no .
i‘/e.n'es offered by :}:'nced to pay attention to alterna
g it e rest of the matrix :
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'\ Stop Caution Go

:ac tual sequence red yellow green
Ilo t her possible red green yellow
Sequences yellow red green

| yellow green red

“ green yellow red

. green red yellow

| . .

| But in the general case, a structural analysis needs to
Start by setting out all the possible permutations and to
PToceed by examination of the empirical evidence on a

|

iCQmparative basis. Lévi-Strauss himself puts it this way :
|
' ‘The method we adopt, ... consists of the followin

| Operations: &
1. define the phenomenon under study as a r

X Tween two or more terms, real or supposed;

' 1i. construct a table of possible permutations b
‘ et
: these terms; Ween

+ lii. take this table as the general object of anal

elation pe.

, . ! ysis whyj
4 at this level only, can yield necessary connectiong tc}:]
€mpirical phenomenon considered at the begirinine

| eing only one possible combination among otherg
Complete system of which must be constructed 1,

» the
, hand” (T.: 16).

v e e wm W

t. @y As I have explained for the tra
sy Ject of the exercise is to discover how relationg c
W JUst in Nature (and are apprehended as such by hwhlch
L Jins) are used to generate cultyral products whj um?h
l\}'porate these Sal:ne relatiOns. This point must nch 1n-
. “i‘lsu.nderstood. LéVI-Stra.uss is not an idealist in the0t be
: Q*.Blshop Berkeley; he is not arguing that Nature 1, Style
l 1stence other than in 1ts apprehension by human n?isn:;O
s.

flic signal case, the yJy

. 25

h




Lévi-Strauss
Lévi-Strauss’ Nature is a genuine reality ‘out there’; it ;
governed by natural laws which are accessible, at least f‘
part, to human scientific investigation but our capacity :,
apprehend the nature of Nature is severely restricted by )
nature of the apparatus through which we do the appP®
hending. Lévi-Strauss’ thesis is that by noticing how %
apprehend Nature, by observing the qualities of the class,
fications which we use and the way we manipulate "
resulting categories, we shall be able to infer crucial fa¢
about the mechanism of thinking. N
After all, since human brains are themselves natural @i
-octs and since they are substantially the same through©
the species Homo sapiens, we must suppose that when CDHI
cural products are generated in the way I have described : b
rocess must impart to them certain universal (natu(ti]
characteristics of the brain itself. Thus, in investigating
elementary structures of cultural phenomena, we ar¢ “l c’l
making discoveries about the nature of Man—facts wh 0,
are true of you and me as well as of the naked savages
Central Brazil. Lévi-Strauss puts it this way :

L
«anthropology affords me an intellectual satisfactioﬂd' P
rejoins at one extreme the history of the world an® .
the other the history of myself, and it unveils the Shaﬂ("
motivation of one and the other at the same mom&™]
(w,w.: 62). t

i lc
Itis lmrlf)iox:tant to understand just what is being Pl'OpOsgl.’
Inad supc dc'a}: Sense the products of culture are enormo <
varied axl: w]en an anthropologist sets out to compare. “,
us 53 the culture of the Australian Aborigines with that-
the Esk:ir."éz ;3;’ that of the English he is first of all impresS P
by ehe l; ain NCEs. Yet since all cultures are the product ¢
hu an brains, there mygt be, somewhere beneath the 5 y
fac feattl®s tlha! are common to all. 0
T :)n cﬁff L, is no new idea. A much older generati07
of anthrOPOOBIStS, notably Bastian (1826—1905) in Germa®

26
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i that because all men
nd Frazer (1854-194 I})]m E;ﬂ:tnseh;slgchological universals
B7ng to one species t (l:::eh should manifest themselves in
Elementargedanken)' whic s among peoples mepn
‘he occurrence of similar custom a people o
: hed the same stage of evolutionary eve pme:nt
1ﬁd var }? world. Frazer and his contemporaries assidy-
)uslo; e:o;;:i]ed immense Cf;ltfilog}les of ‘§lmllar' C_UStpms
»hich were designed to exhibit this evolutlo%::ry Principle.

is is not what the Structurahs.ts are up to. fe r}:’-cm’renc.e
A detail of custom in two different parts of the map js
1Ot a matter to which Lévi-Strau_ss attaches any Particylay
™M bortance. In his view, the universals of human Cultyre
Xist only at the level of structure never at the leYe] °
D Anifest fact. We may uscfully compare the patterm.ng of
he relations which links together sets of human behav; ,
Mt we shall not learn anything if we SImply comPare
" 8le cultural items as isolates. In the traffic signal cage, 3
5 The contrast between the colours and the swnch.mg from
Nea colour to another that provides the informatiop; each
:QIQur has relevance only in relation to the others,
hesc very general ideas are a development of argumey,
).'\iginal]y developed by the Prague school of Stmct“ral
- Ruists but particularly by Roman Jakobson, Who as
N ded in the United States for the past twenty-five Carg
2 who was an academic colleague of Lévi-Straugg at the
‘}‘Fw School for Social Research in New York at the eng -
S last war. The influence on Lévi.Strauss of Jakobson.
.lk’le of phonemic analysis, which derives in turn from e }?
:Ql‘lier work of de Saussure, has been very markeq vi
;?Qllss repeatedly makes an assumpti(?n that other me es
AxcSultural expression, such as kinship systems and foly
t&f“nomies. arc organised like human language. Tp; cup
Q. Y/language analogy has been developed out of Jakgr
2 N.S distinctive feature theory and Lévi-Strauss haq noy
Iax3loited the additional insights which might have o
{\i\'ed from Chomsky’s thinking about generative 8rapy,.

b) §

Ourg
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mars. Incidentally Chomsky himself has expressly decla!
that LéviStrauss’ use of linguistic analogies is unjustiff
(Chomsky 1968 : 65), though he agrees that Jakobson'’s aril
ment must constitute a basic part of any general linguis
theory, including his own (Chomsky 1964 : 67).° '

It is interesting to see how Lévi-Strauss sets about der
ing his cultural generalisations from his linguistic base.F
discussion of the ‘culinary triangle’ provides a case in por
This is one of the major themes which persists throught,
the three published volumes of Mythologiques but it B,
also been the subject of an independent article which I'¥.
summarise here (see T.C., 1965).

Lévi-Strauss begins with a brief reference to Jakobso!
thesis in the following terms:

“In all the languages of the world the complex systef
of oppositions between the phonemes are no more th!
a multi-directional elaboration of a more simple syst¢
which is common to all, namely the contrast betwe
consonant and vowel, which through the working of
double opposition between compact and diffuse, acute a
grave, generates on the one hand what we may call ¢

wyocalic triangle’ : / a\
u i

and on the other the ‘consonant triangle’ :

”

p/k\t S

ost readers are likely to find such a pronouncemer

50 ewhat bafﬂir.lg., so I will give a rather more extende
ersion of the original doctrine,

Jakobson claims that young children gain control of th

28
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»asic vowels and consonants so as to generate meaningful
1Oise patterns ip a standardised sequence (see Jakobson and
1alle, 1956: =8 f.). The child first develops the basic vowel/

©nsonant opposition by discriminating a contrast in loud-
1CSss;

Vowel (V) Consonant (C)
(high energy noise) / (low energy noise)
(loud-compact) (soft-diffuse)

:"l}e undifferentiated consonant (C) is then split by discrimip,.
iting pitch—; Jow frequency (grave) component (‘P) and
+ high frequency (acute) component (‘t'). The high energ
COmpact) velar stop consonant (‘k’) then complementg the
'Ndijfferentiateq high energy (compact) vowel (‘a’) while the
OWw energy (diffuse) consonants (‘p’, ‘t) are complementeq
i corresponding low energy (diffuse) vowels (‘w-graye
i ~Acute). |
rfl'he whole argument may be represented by a dOUble
. langle of consonants and Vvowels (Fig. 2) discriminateq
‘OMmpact/diffuse, and grave/acute. as

PITCH

GRAVEd———d Acyp
(low frequency) (high he‘l“tncy)

COMPACT ak)
r’(@bbnr-ss
Ise cnergy)

j DIFFUSE u(p)—i(y)

i
8., Jakobson'’s Primary Vowel-Consonant Triangles

?i?-m lﬁt.me go back to the ‘Culinary Triangle’. Afte, hig
iy, Yal brief reference to the linguistic prototype, | . !
aQuss observes that just as there is no human society yp. Vi

a Spoken language so also there is no human S°Ci:=.i:

29
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which does not, in one way or another, process some¢’
food supply by cooking. But cooked food may be tho."
of as fresh raw food which has been transformed (éla}*
by cultural means, whereas rotten food is fresh rawi
which has been transformed by natural means. Thus,
as Jakobson's vowel-consonant triangles represent the bi:
oppositions compact/diffuse and grave/acute whicht
become internalised into the child’s computer-like me

rocesses, so also we can construct a culinary triangk
represent the binary oppositions: transformed/normal
Culture/Nature which are (by implication) internalised
the eidos of human culture everywhere.*

CULTURE¢—————pNA’
NORMAL RAW
((non élaboré)
non marqué)
OF MATERIAL N
sT. ATfidcgrcc_or
cubor:mon)
TRANSFORMED COOKED———— RO
(€labor€)
(marqu¢)

Fig- 3 The Culinary Triangle (Primary Form)
it is nota n(:icess;u—y part of Lévi-Strauss’ argument that
unprocege]t) food must Jie midway between the Na
(ﬂd the lii u}:al, though it is of course a fact that
anp ochS;md ;’man foodstuffs fall into the cate
}Jdo e:::lcral Plants and animals’, i.e. they are both cul
n . .
an Firlall).'cls-‘15];/1-Stm_uss completes his exercise in intelle«
mnasﬂ ano{h‘:]alming that the principal modes of ¢
me.] €r structured set which is the convers
iﬂgc ﬁrst-tin is
‘ni. adosntagct ‘;.prOCess in which the meat in brought
dirgcf ¢ 1th the agent of conversion (fire) wit
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1e mediation of any cultural apparatus or of air or of
rater; the process is only partial—roast meat is only partly
ooked.

| ii. Boiling is a process which reduces 'the raw food to a
Scomposed state similar to natural rotting, but it requireg
he mediation of both water and a receptacle—an object of
lulture.

\ iii. Smoking is a process of slow but complete cooking; it
¥ accomplished without the mediation of any cultura]
bparatus, but with the mediation of air.

Thus, as to means, roasting and smoking are Natura)
'Tocesses whereas boiling is a cultural process, but, a4 t
Nd-products, smoked food belongs to Culture but roast an?l
'Oiled food to Nature.

'\ Lévi-Strauss summarises his

whole argument in the foll
Bg diagram : ow-
|
| RAW
i
. roast
l“;' =) =)
i Air Water
f +) +)
1 smoked boiled
m\ COOKED ROTTED
% '

98- 4 The Culinary Triangle (Developed Form)

i

&In his original article (T.C.: 1965) Lévi-Strauss val;
Je generality of this schema by noting that oy, Ifieg

4’Stem, which distinguishes grilling from roastin, °Wn

o €aming from boiling and adds 5 category frying (Why ang

eg form of boiling in which oil is substituted for « <D ig
Squires a much more complicated model—and atey):

i Qint some English readers mj

ght begin to suspect thay is

he hole argument was an elaborate academic jokg ge
© Byy
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exactly the same dia -
. am
M ythologiques 11 gram (Fig. 4) appears at p. 406 <
919 I (1968) accom P. 406 <«
SO we must try to take th panied by the same tex
rather difficult. Lévi-Strau ehmatter seriously. But this
rules of procedure as spe cisﬁse b a‘lsb (;lvot adhered to his o
operation suggests a game of a‘crosg (fp.- 25) and the vha
ate words have been slipped into the 3 in which appropx
rranged verbal matrix. Elsewh /acant slots of a px
a : . Elsewhere Lévi-Strauss h i
tha <behind all sense there is a non-sense”’ as claim e
put perllaps .the best that one could claim (te'or(?h-isl?Gz : 6%
js that behind the nonsense there is a sense” e andan g
not the ser:ése of ordinary conversation. ven if it
vi-St i i i ;
WhatdL A rizuas,s lshgettmg at is this. Animals just
od; an : ) hnyt ing \Vhl‘Ch 1is available which <
sncts hacc 1]1: the category ‘edible’. But human t.h!
et 4 ave been vx_reaned from the mother’s br eiry o
n ch instincts. It is the conventions of soci cast, hay-
See hat is food and what is not food, and ety whi,
3eCcrEC pall be eaten on what occasions ch}llat kinds
jons are social occasions there must .b n smqe L <
o< ned homology between relationshi ¢ some kind
pi’ttero the one hand and relati nships between kinds
odsioﬂs on the other. lonships between SOQi'
ao eoVEr: when we look into the f.
are treated as signifi kin: acts, the categorj
jc - th cant Kinds of f x
pic€ll g in themselves. The diet of ood become §
12 gion 1S dependent upon th any particular hum -~
P°a Yo the level of actual ig:ms ot“: favzﬂabimy of resoure
z (o]0
. nd so on), there i . stuff (bread, m
ar’ cse anc, , there is very little » Mutts
e f list of an . € overlap betw ~
Csopplnegsdb]es 3Vaila§?eg]:sc‘)hahozsewme.and I:he in\?::t;z\
S5 cO%7 housewife and the An?‘azor:'azoma{‘ Indian. But ti\
a ian Indian alike break ‘:

or S1i5

ng jeary category ‘food’ i

fn" UoA ool B, Food oo, ere each of nyok Sub Categortes

J.’O?fferent way. But, at this !evgl the of which Is treated
aitr jut to be remarkably alik'e o categories A, B, C, et :

fa 0 verywhere. They are
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-act categories of the kind which appear in Fig. 4 an” are
significant thing about such categories is that th€Y not
Lccorded very different levels of social prestige- !
ean only that the different components of the feas )
 1ways be fitted into our prearranged slots: Oysters S of
. noked Salmon (smoked), Lobster Soup (Boiled), saddle
_futton (roast), Soufflé (cooked), Stilton Cheese (rotted)
»ut rather that foods of these different general classes bear
. standardiscd relationship to each other. For example.,
_ccording to our conventions, whenever the menu includes
_ dish of roast meat it will be accorded pride of place 1n
Jhe middle: steamed and boiled foods on the other hand are
- onsidered especially suitable for invalids and children.
A/hy should this be? Why should we tend to think of boiled
owl as a homely dish, but roast chicken as a party dish 2

All sorts of rationalisations can be devised to fit any par-
g cular case, for example that boiling fowls are cheapex
g1an roasters, or that boiled food is ‘more digestible’ (Wh gt
~ the cvidence for this?), but all such explanations begin to
—ok rather thin once it is realised that other peoples, wWith
~ery different cultures from our own, sort out their fooq,
guffs in very similar ways, and apply status distincticoy .
. £ comparable sort. Some foods are appropriate only, ns
—en, others only to women; some foods are forbidden to
grildren, some can only be eaten on ceremonial occasj
“he resulting pattern is not always the same, but i =
£=rtainly very far from random—Lévi-Strauss hag t s
jaimed th'a.t th.e high status which attaches to I'Oasti: Ven
gainst bouhpg isa u.mversal cultural characteristic, gq g ag
Diled food is only highly regarded in relatively demog th ac
_rpes of ::;ociety: “Boiling provides a means of com rat‘iq
gonservation of the meat and its juices, whereas r oaplet
~ accompanied by destruction and loss. Thus one qe Stin =
——onomy; the other prodigality; the latter is aristocratj.. >tes
—Tmer plebeian”! (T.C.: 23). <. th&

An odd line of thought certainly, yet if we accepy L

Svie

t can

Ons‘
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Lévi-Strauss

Strauss’ unexpected frame of reference, such comments z$
nothing like so arbitrary as they may appear. In that Wl
are men, we are all a part of Nature; in that we are humz:
beings, we are all a part of Culture. Our survival as mt
depends on our ingestation of food (which is a part g
Nature); our survival as human beings depends upon ¢
use of social categories which are derived from cultwf,
classifications imposed on elements of Nature. The social &
of categories of food is thus homologous with the sol,
use of categories of colour in the traffic signal case (p- 2
But food is an especially appropriate ‘mediator’ becat*
when we eat, we establish, in a literal sense, a d|r;
jdentity between ourselves (Culture) and our food (Nat“u,
Cooking is thus universally a means by which Natt
js transformed into Culture, and categories of Cbc
sng are always pecuharly appropriate for use as sym
ot social differentiation. ‘
[n another context where Lévi-Strauss is c:oncerned
debunk the anthropological mystique which has .;:Iusétet]
around the concept of Totemism, he has criticise ci
gunctionalist thesis that totemic species are given £,
value because they are of economic value. On the Cof’d ert
says Lévi-Strauss it is the species themselves consl .
.mply as categories which are socially valuable : tot .
ecies are “goods to think with” (bonnes @ penser) "“.D
ig an "goods to eat” (bonnes @ manger). All this stuff al
he culinary triangle is the other side of the same,'f“'g“n1 !
It;oodswﬁs' as such, are of course ‘“goods to eat’; b“,tnjc
jone does not explain the complications which we e
a’, the classification of food; food species like tot
in cies are “g00ds to think with” (cf. pp. 40-3 below)-’
SP - pis is an unfamiliar style of discourse and it has =
d rr,itted that here as elsewhere in Lévi-Strauss’ Wf’si
ac e is an element of verbal sleight of hand which inV',
£P€ ;on rather than enthusiasm. All the same the ref

tio . -
cﬂgujd not Imagine that the ‘culinary triangle’ is ju$

sb
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Oysters, Smoked Salmon and Stilton Cheese

legant jeu d’esprit by a master of the unexpected analogy.
£vi-Strauss has by now marshalled a great deal of evidence
O show that the processes of food preparation and the
‘ategories of food with which they are associated are every,_
vhere elaborately structured and that there are universa}
Xinciples underlying these structures. Moreover the methoq
XX analysis however bizarre it may appear, has wide appli.
“Ation. The culinary triangle first appeared in print only ip,
ISGg but triangles of comparable type feature in Man
*Arljer parts of the Lévi-Straussian corpus. y
In the 1945 paper which is the foundation work for a hi
> ‘Bsequent structural anthropology (see AS. Chapte, Is
the corners of the triangle are MuTUALITY, RIGHTS, OB, 2
ONs while the binary oppositions appear to be: exchap GA-
1O exchange and receivers/givers. In S.E.P. (194¢): g/
‘Tlangle b :  BILATE X * 575 the
c gle becomes: TERAL MARRIAGE, PATRILATY
OSS-COUSIN  MARRIAGE, MATRILATERAL CROSS.-q AL
QIARRIACEE, and the oppositions symmetry/as},mmesm
I)lFernanon'/repetmon.. G.A. (1960) includes a highly . try,
oo Cated triangle which combines geographical ang forn‘
o. tegory parameters in such 3 way that vegetable fo Qoq

ny Posed to animal food, sea to land, East to West, ap °d i
Sylon to lack of definition. This is not just a game , Ofic
Seauss is endeavouring to establish the rudimeng, Léyy.
voMantic algebra. If cultural behaviour is capable of °f 4
84 Ying information then the code in which cultury) Cop.
N §e§ are expressed must have an algebraic structyre €5,
&ih{%‘lble that Lévi-Strauss is making larger claimg p.° It jq
'§,, Portance of this algebra than is justified by the W the
', t there is more to it than !

| a trickster's game of , °Nc
. M crosses. Let us go back to the beginning. no“gh&
|
.
|
3%
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3 The Human Animal and his Symbols

Lévi-Strauss’ central intellectual puzzle is one to W>
.Europefm philosophers have returned over and over a
indeed if we accept Lévi-Strauss’ own view of the matte’-
a Rroblfzm which puzzles all mankind, everywhere, al¥!
Quite simply : What is Man? Man is an animal, a me™
of the species Homo sapiens, closely related to the £
Apes and more distantly to all other living species Past‘
present. But Man, we assert, is a human being, and in
that we evidently mean that he is, in some way, othef t
‘just an animal’. But in what way is he other? The co™,
of humanity as distinct from animality does not rex
translate into exotic languages but it is Lévi-Strauss’ t
that a distinction of this sort—corresponding to the 0
sition Culture/Nature—is always latent in men’s custo™
attitudes fmd behaviours even when it is not explicit‘l)"'
mulated in words. The human Ego is never by W
there is n0 ‘T’ that is not part of a ‘We',* and indeed ¢
/I’ is a member of many ‘We's. In one sense these we-§'
stretch out to infinity in all directions to embrace ey
body and everything . . “Man is not alone in the univt
any more than the individual is alone in the group,
one society alone among other societies” (W.W. : 398)
jn practicé We cut up the continua. My particular ‘weé
people' of my family, my community, my tribe, my

_ .. these are altogether special, they are superior, they
Civilised, cultured; the others are just savages, like )

sa)!

beazts" Strauss’ central

Lévi- ntral preoccupation is to explor®
dialectlcaldpris}fg by which this apotheosis of ourselV
puman and godlike and other than animal is forme
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The Human Animal and his Symbols

ormed and bent back upon itself. A.dam and Eve were
‘ated as ignorant savages in Paradise in a vyorld In which
imals talked and were helpmeets to Man; it v;l'as through
! That they gained knowledge a.md became human, and
Srent, and superior to the animals. But are we really
'Perior'? God made Man in his own image, but are we
Sure that in achieving humanity (Culture) we .dld not
PAarate ourselves from God ? This is the note on which Lévi.
FAuss ends Tristes Tropiques the book which first brought -
™M international renown outside the narrow world of
i~ t@ssional anthropology: to discover the nat}lre of Man
€ muyst find our way back to an understanding of how
Is related to Nature, and he comes back to the
€ theme in the closing paragraph of the third volume
ythologiques. We (Europeans), he comments, have
@) taught from infancy to be self centred ang in
vcl Ualistic “to fear the impurity of foreign thingg”,

N Octrine which we embody n the formula “Hell ig

1g Others” (lenfer, c'est autres) but primitive my.y,
'e& the opposite moral implication “Hell is ourselveg

n o € c’est nous-méme) “In a century when man ig
.t

bent
1 1€ destruction of innumerable forms of life” it ig neces.
Uy to insist, as in the myths, “that a properly aPPointeq
gg‘anism cannot begin of its own accord but m

ust pIaCe
th World before life, life before man, and the reg

Pect of
LN g before self-interest” (OM.: 422). But, the puz

Zle Te-
€& Ds, what is a human being? Where does Culture dividee
{! Lf“Om Nature?

I& ~SviStrauss himself takes his cue from Rousseau, thougp

gf‘bi Might equally well have followed Vico or Hob o

.;‘Q%totle or a dozen others. It is a language which Makeg
. N different :

t}QUi dit homme, dit la

; \{fociété (T.T.: 421).
IR

ngage, et quit dit langage dit

the emergence of language which accompanieg the

: 37
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Lévi-Strauss

shift from animality to humanity, from nature to cu
is also a shift from affectivity to a state of reasoning
first speech was all in poetry; reasoning was thougt o
only long afterwards” (Rousseau, 1783 : 565). <
Rousseau’s thesis, as elaborated by Lévi-Strauss, if o
Man can only become self-conscious—aware of hims
a member of a we-group—when he becomes capal¥
employing metaphor as an instrument of contrast and(¢ x
parison: b
«It is only because man originally felt himself ider :!
to all those like him (among which, as Rousseau expli i
says, We must include animals) that he came to %3
the capacity to distinguish himself as he disting® ,
them, i.e. to use the diversity of species a$ concef ¢
support for social differentiation” (T.: 101)- =

ES
Rousseau’s insight can only be held to be ‘true !
.ctly poetic sense, for the thought processes of F »
n are even less accessible to us than those of ?Pfﬁ |
onkeys: But the philogenetic form of argument 15 e
1 yith Lévi-Strauss' search for human univer e
tlptegori"'s provide the mechanism through which un? &
c2 gctural characteristics of human brains ar€ trans othT
st universal structural characteristics of human c! p
1D if these universals exist, they must, at some© athe’ '
vel, be considered innate. In that case, we must 5“*:!1.
1; ¢ they are patterns which, in the course of human cal N
t’o , have become internalised into the human PSY Chef BN
ti%n the specialised development of those Parts ¢
wu an brain which are directly concerned with spe(f X
pW | ation through the Jarynx and mouth and sPeech O\
o, through the ear. And'why not? After all, although
ﬂﬁmaﬂ ',;;lfant is not born with any innate 1anguage '«
b n yvxtf lan Mnate capacity both to learn how to "x
DO aning!t’ Uterances ang also how to decode the M€ y
f?, ful ULLETances of otheys,
i
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The Human Animal and his Symbols

Not only that but, if Jakobson’s argument is correct, all
wman children will learn to master the basic elements of
heir phonemic inventory by making the same, or very
tiearly the same, initial series of basic discriminations:
‘onsonant/vowel, nasal consonant/oral stop, grave/acute,
:ompact/diffuse. . .. They presumably do this not so much
)ecause of any instinct but because the architecture of the
wman mouth and throat and its associated musculature
nakes this the natural way to go about it. Lévi-Strauss asks
1s to believe that category formation in human beings
‘ollow similar universal natural paths. It is not that it must
dways happen the same way everywhere but that the
wman brain is so constructed that it is predisposed to de-
‘elop categories of a particular kind in a particular way."

All animals have a certain limited capacity to make
ategory distinctions. Any mammal or bird can, under
ppropriate conditions, recognise other members of its own
pecies and distinguish males from females; some can fur-
her recognise a category of predator enemies. Human
ieings, in the process of learning to talk, extend this
ategory-forming capacity to a degree that has no parallel
mong other creatures, but nevertheless, at its very roots,
efore the individual’s language capacity has become
laborated, category formation must be animal-like rather
han human-like. At this basic level the individual (whether
nimal or human) is concerned only with very simple prob-
:ms: the distinction between own species and other,
lominance and submission, sexual availability or lack of
vailability, what is edible and what is not. In a natural
nvironment distinctions of this sort are all that are neces-
ary for individual survival, but they are not sufficient
vithin a human environment. For human (as distinct from
mimal) survival every member of society must learn t©
listinguish his fellow men according to their mutual social
tatus. But the simplest way to do this is to apply trans:
ormations of the animal level categories to the social
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Lévi-Strauss

classification of human beings. This is the key Do,
Lévi-Strauss’ Structuralist approach to the classic an':;
pological theme of Totemism. ‘
It is a fact of empirical observation that human
everywhere adopt ritual attitudes towards the animg),"
plants in their vicinity. Consider, for example, the Sepy;.
and often bizarre, rules which govern the behaVic.ur~
Englishmen towards the creatures which they Cla'SSify‘
(i) wild animals, (ii) foxes, (iii) game, (iv) farm animg)
pets, (Vi) vermin. Notice further that if we take
sequence of words : (ia) strangers, (iia) enemies, (iiia) frio,
(iva) neighbours, (va) companions, (via) criminals, the
sets of terms are in some degrec homologous. By a
horical usage the categories of animals could be (,
sometimes are) used as equivalents for the Cat€gorie
human beings. One of Lévi-Strauss’ major contributiong
- our understanding has been to show how very Wldﬁsprc
js this kind of socialisation of animal categories. The f,
themselves are well known but, in Lévi-Strauss’ VIEW, t;
have been misunderstood.
The conventions by which primitive peoples uS€ Spec
lants and animals as symbols for categol’ies,of men ;
¢ really any more eccentric than our own but, in a techr
1ogica"y restricted environment, they become' much me
ticeable and to scholars of Sir James Frazer's generati
h seemed altogether extraordinary. So much so thata
¢ cial equivalence between human beings and other natu
SO ies came to be regarded as a kind of cult (totemismj
sP roto-religion appropriate only to people at a Very €ar
a ge of development. It was recognised right from d
st27° that elements of ‘totemic’ behaviour occur €ven
st2 isticated cultures, but the earlier writers interpret
0P e details as archaic residues which had somehow s
1€ 4 into our own day from the remote past. In the mo
‘”‘r’leral primitive case ‘totemism’ was thought to pose
gf,si c Problem of rationality.
p
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~WVhy should sane human beings indulge in the ‘super-
i tious worship’ of animals and plants? How can men come

z imagine that they are descended from kangaroos, or

allabies, or white cockatoos? A great variety of possible
L TASWETS 1o such questions were proPosed. Van Gr.cnnep
(x ©20) was able to distinguish 41 dlﬁgrent ‘theories of
¢ o temism’ and more have accumulated since then. Broadly
s peaking they fall into two types: .
i i. Universalist explanations implying that totemic beliefs
‘» 1nd practices indicate a ‘childish’ mentality which had once
P een characteristic of all mankind.
'; ii. Particularist explanations resting on the functionalist
'pproposition that any totemic system will serve to attach
'le xmnotional interest to animal and plant specie.s which are o
le-::onomic value to the particular human society concerneq
;and will thereby tend to preserve those species from o, al
{dgstruction by human depredation.
| After the publication of Goldenweiser (1910) thegy
;The first kind were barely tenable and thereafter, 4q

les of
\ X 962, the more worthwhile contributions to the ¢

wn to

Ubjecy

i—rather th i i ust"alia
an with universal trygy, »

R adcliffe-Brown (1929) is a special case because it atte

T o generalise the functionalist position; ‘totemism’

“wvere concerned with particular ethnographies—a
"X ikopia, Tallens

‘ Treated as a near-universal and is seen as the ritua] ;S ere
Sion of interdependence between social order an Pres.
X qtural environment. In alater essay Radc\iﬁ'e-gmwn d the
<arried this universalist thesis a good deal furthe, (1951)

ihg special attention to the classificatory nature of ; Taw,.
© Systems. Some features of this latter paper are s y, ;
; 'Structuralist’ in Style that it provided the trigger ar
Strauss’ own contribution, Le Totemisme aujour, d'hu0~r LéVL
L Totemism (1964)). I (‘962)

Lévi-Strauss takes the view that the amhropo‘()gis

ave tried to isolate ‘totemism’ as a phenomenon g, Whe,

ave deluded themselves; considered as a religigyg ze

"
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.
.tOtemism' is an anthropological mirage; even so, the
JE€Ct deserves our close attention because totemic belicf;
Practices exemplify a universal characteristic of hy
.thought.

Lévi-Strauss’ account does not add anything of sig
cance to our understanding of Australian totemism, by
re-appraisal of Radcliffe-Brown’s arguments makes itn
easier to understand how the seemingly bizarre tho
categories of the Australian aborigines arc related
category systems with which we are more familiar,
crux of his argument is that totemic systems always.
body metaphoric systems of the sort indicated above (p
T his metaphor formation is discussed in greater de.tall F
ijn this chapter (pp. 46-9). Incidentally it was -w1th_ re
ence to ‘totemism’ that Lévi-Strauss came up with hisc

mmary of what constitutes the essence of structurs
su hod which I have quoted already at p. 25. Note in
ar his seeming contempt for the “empirical phe

»». The ‘‘general object of analysis"” is conceived ;

on s . : .
rrlf-"al of algebraic matrix of possible permutations and ¢
. ns located in the unconscious ‘“human mind”;

blna-rﬁ:al evidence is merely an example of what is possi
ey i same preference for the generalised abstraction
’fhlspared Wiféh the empirical fact occurs again and ag
) & out Lévi-Strauss’ writings. Mind you, that is
uggvi.sn'auss himself sees the situation. He conce
oW L puman mind’ as” having objective existence. :
b "the-bute of human brains. We can ascertain attn"l;
o Z,tfr‘ puman mind by investigating and compari,
products. The study of “empirical phenom,
af gufal ential part of the process of discovery b n:t
cdz‘ zf:ﬂcans to an end.! . ut y
b a ¥ s go back to Rousseau’s Vision o
;ﬂj);c le(fjntﬂ a few years ago it was CuSrol;nI\:a" ?S a talk
51’ al° Jto draw a very sharp distinction bcu?;er? rca r;?
is NCeiv i u
9‘3105: a5 €© ed of as exclusively human, ang Nan:
P pi
v

4¢
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1ich was common to all animals, including man. This
stinction, according to Leslie White:

“is one of kind not of degrec. And the gap between the
two types is of the greatest importance ... Man uses
symbols; no other creature does. An organism has the
ability to symbol or it does not, there are no intermediate
stages’” (White, 1949: 25).

1 his earlier writings, though less emphatically in his later
nes, Lé_vi-Strauss reiterates this view. The special marker of
ymbolic thought is the existence of spoken language j
yhich words stand for (signify) things ‘out there’ which o
;1gniﬁed: Signs must be distinguished from triggers. Animarle
)f. all kinds respond mechanically to appropriate sign a] S
his process does not entail ‘symbolic thought'. In order ¢ o
able to operate with symbols it is necessary first of al? be
be :{blc to distinguish between the sign and the thj to
signifies and then to be able to recognise that theren'g b
relation l?etyveen the sign and the thing signified Th}s a
the cardinal characteristic which distinguishes. h IS is
thought from_ animal response—the ability to dist Urr{an
A from B while at the same time rccognising that Angulsh
are sqme}}ow interdependent. and B
) 'I:hl.S distinction can be put in another way. Wh
individual acts as an individual, operating upon the - an
[outsxde hlms€:1f—e.g. if he uses a spade to dig a hole Worlq
:ground—hc is not concerned with symbolisation N the
\mo'ment some othc_:r .individual comes onto the sce:neut the
,1 action, however trivial, serves to communicate infor ev?" y
{ about the actor to the observer—the observed deta’!';auon
‘;nt?rprelged as S}gns,_because observer and actor arel S are
: ation. From this point of view the animals in any hln Tre.
environment serve as things with which to think b“man
a penser).:2 ( Onneg
- 'When Lévi-Strauss poses for himself the seeming]y,
_unanswerable puzzle of how should this faculty fo, Tlite

13
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bolic interpretation come into being, he finds his answ¢”
an adaptatio;, of ideas borrowed from Durkheim and
immediate pupils. Certain binary concepts are part
man’s nature—e.g. men and women are alike in one 5
yet opposite and interdependent in another; the right F -,
and the left hand are, likewise, equal and opposite
related. In society, as it actually exists, we find that -
natural pairs are invariably loaded with cultural signific="
—they are made into the prototype symbols of the &-
and the bad, the permitted and the forbidden. Further™ -
jn society as it actually exists, individuals are social Z
sons who are ‘in relation’ to one another, c.g. as fathe:
son or as employer to employee. These individuals C:
municate with one another by ‘exchange’; they fexch‘-
words. they exchange gifts. These words and gifts <+
municate information because they are signs, not beC =
the are things in themselves. When an employer pay S
ages to an employee, the action signifies the relative ST
¢ the parties to the transaction. But, according to r
otrauss (if I understand him correctly), the ultimate >
mbolic exchange which provides the model for all
ers is sexual. The incest taboo (which Lévi-Stx
eously claims to be ‘universal’) implies a capacit:
er inguish between women who are permitted and wo'
di®" “are forbidden and thus generates a distinctiora
en women of the category wife and women of
Yl gory sister. The basis of human exchange, apnq .
c;;febasis of symbolic thought and the beginning of
1:11"’ in the uniquely human phenomenon that a manc':ll N
jies stabliSh relationship with another man b Meap, is
¢o € inge of women. I shall come back to thjg a S o
gax 5

‘fozll’“irt me take up once more my ea 1i
¢ le i rlier poi
: s seems to be more interested ip an af?;ll:t that
¢r?. s than in the empirical facts. Hig ; . ECOra of p o
Justification, js =

serl, POl
170 al social life individuals i
i are Commumcan‘ng ~

i
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< ANOther 4]] the time by elaborate combmatlor}s g(t; Sl}%ns
b Words, by the clothes they wear, by the food they
t- by the 'way they stand, by the way they arrange the
rOiture of 5 room and so on. In any particular case there
1 be 4 certain discoverable consistency between be.-
A Viourg at these different levels; e.g. in E.ngland, memberg
€ Upper Middle Class living in Kensington wﬂ! adopt
Y each of the ‘codes’ I have mentioned, quite a'dlfferent
Ve Yom members of, say, the working class in Leeds.
Mt any, Particular empirical case is only one alternagy,
1M a \whole set of possibilities, and, according to
TAuSs and his followers, we shall gain additional insight
ldo the empirical cases which we have observed by

i

con.
Sfng their relationship to the possible cases which, wa
¢ not obhserved.

1M this point it is necessary to make something of 3 digreg._
':6‘3‘1- Lévi-Strauss’ ideas about how human beings are ab]
&]_ COmmunicate through symbols are a development fro N
H Buments originally developed by specialists in Structur
p“guistics and semiology (the theory of signs). By, t}?l
ther have used a very varied and confusing termip oLl
i1 *d it may helpif I try to sort out some of the €Quivale, "8y
;_\a The first basic distinction is that of de Saussure

fi Nguage (langue) and speech (parole). ‘The English langua Sn
¥ Notes a total system of word conventions anq  A%e
aQ}n the point of view of any particular individua] g eagkes;
,;'hls a ‘given’, it is not something he creates for .“ls

) & Parts of the language are available for use, by u?lf;
&> not have to be used. But when I, as an individyg) S
fdq utterance | use ‘speech’; | select from the tota] Sysfke
,\;f ‘the language’ certain words and grammaticyy *m
Bohtions and tones and accents, and by placing theg, Coy, -
ébﬁrticular order 1 am able to transmit informatio

Lévi.
£
]

n by o

i Uterance. . A%
;‘ There is a close, but not exact, CQ“'V?}ier:ice begy,,

?}:he distinction langudge and speech, as specifie abQVQ. S.Q'l

: Nq

g
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ant?
e ]

the information theory distinction between cod'

sage. If we, in fact, think of a spoken languag® as?
then it is a particular kind of code—namely it * ’s
made up of sound elements. But there are many or
of possible codes. As I suggested just now, we us® clot
a code, or kinds of food, or gestures, or postur"’g’.i,
on. Each such code is ‘a language’ (in de Sau .
and the sum of all such codes i.e. the Culture ©

vidual actor is also ‘a language’. is -
Now the verbal boxes which I have used in >
ment, e.g ‘sound elements’, ‘clothes’, ‘kinds Qf fo it
ump things together because they are associatel ¢
minds as somehow similar in function or ‘meanlngt’g
as when I make a verbal utterance and transm pre
za ge— the cat sat on the mat"—the elements ar e] ané
cher in a chain as a result of the rules of the * .

ot because they are in any way similar in tl‘l‘fmg7
. yntaof

tog¢€
zﬂd n h
his 15 what I mean when I refer later to J
T ains"——"thc}’ are chains formed by the app]icanoﬂ
m
the

CF syntax: o
ol 75 the same way, we need to distinguish
ociﬂdon which tells us that roast turkey an® ,
s cken ar¢ both ‘kinds of food’ (and therefore P“:s
Cbl larjgu'age) from the rules of particular languag
on¢ 5) which may specify, for example, that in P
ruf ct peef should be eaten in association with Yyor.
J’aﬂsding or, to be more complex, that a menu con sisﬂ
add T rkey followed by flaming plum pudding 5.4 !
P 355 _obably indicates that it is December 25th,
ceS r readers are likely to find this use of
% szﬂgc- to refer to non-verbal forms of com tbt{c
ﬂguabat confusing and matters arce not made muni?
;]ﬂrﬂgv’/ct that Barthes (1967), who Pres(; any- .32,511
50‘3 f”ufalist _argument with relative dm.s the g¢
l;"’ctcf terminology. On p. 47 I give a m d.anty > usé®
S 5ch% yich Barthes employs o explajp s versio”
¢;‘v1é Plain the relgejo”
€

4¢



The Human Animal and his Symbols
“Ween metaphoric (paradigmatic) and metonymic (syntag-

©) useS of ngn yerbal signs. In the original Barthes
no the term System in two different senses, firstly to
co te what ave referred to above as ‘a language’ and
‘E Ndly to denote the ‘parts of speech’ of such a language,

Int
}0 Agm and Sygrem

Ffqu 1‘33rthcs 1967 : 63. [The words in square brackets have been
|
_l\ [A]

[B]
'. System [Parts of specch: Syntagm [Sentence.]
;.% NOuns, yerbs, etc.]
;ayxf‘ teet?\s- flet of pieces, parts or Juxtaposition in the
;'QQQ\,ag el Ctails which cannot be same type of dress of
AN Worn at the same time on different elements:
y € Same part of the body, skirt—blouse—jacket
‘, and whose variation .
H Corresponds to a change in
) €-meaning of the
clothing: toque—bonnet—
—(‘53(‘\ hooq, etc.
At Set of foodstuffs whi -
3 em" )t foodstuffs which have  Real sequence of
‘\Q Uaney  2Minities or differences, chosen during a msnes
Bl Ney® Within which one choosesa  thisis themenu, =
| ish in view of a certain
Ineaning: the types of
’,‘ i Cntree, roast or sweet.
5 ’\ A restaurant ‘menu’ actualises both planes: the
; horizontal reading of the entrees, for instance,
EN corresponds to the system, the vertical reading of th
1N !t*li menu corresponds to the syntagm. e
Il;l ifté“".? Set of ‘stylistic’ varieties Juxtaposition of tj,q
S Ruay of a single piece of different pieces of
i Vo agel  furniture (a bed). furniture in the g
A 3| space: be’d~wardr°§
NN table, etc. o
n&;ﬁ Itec. Variations in style of a single Sequence of the deta;
A Sta, . elcment in a building, at the level of the ‘th
Q(QQ\&Em ’ various types of roof, building. Qle
] tléiagcl balcony, hall, etc.

17



Lévi-Strauss

i.e. the sets of objects which correspond to the sets of ¥ -
which, in a verbal language, we would distinguish as ‘"Nc =
‘verbs’, ‘adjectives’, etc. I have modified his diagrar—
writing the first of these usages ‘‘system” and the s
system. In this schema the term syntagm, as applied t-
assemblage of non-verbal signs, corresponds to serzt~
in a verbal language. )

The distinction between the Columns A and B 1n
diagram is very important for any understanding of T
Strauss’ writings but he himself does not use this tey—
ology. Where Barthes opposes System and syntagrra _
corresponding contrasts in Lévi-.Strauss are metaph o »~
metonymy or sometimes paradigmatic series and sy - _
matic chain (sec e.g. p. 91 below). Although the jar g
exasperating the principles are S;{Zple- /‘; Jakobsorf B
metaphor (system, paradlgm) relies on the recognitj
similarity and metonyrr(ll Halle, 1956 : 81).

Contig.mty (]akobspr;;;;)ls that in the analysis of n,

Lévi-Strauss maints nerally, we need to dist};t})

iy t g¢
pzézltlt‘:zs:h?\‘:/%h pogles. For example, if we i S
et world peopled by supernatural beings then vy <% o
ano esent this other world in any number of ways » = =
rePI " of birds, or of fishes, or of wild animals, o, <%
Soc;) ~ings ‘like’ men, and in each case we shall ’be =
o _caphor. That is one ki.nd of symbolisation. But th QQ:
1s another kind in which we rely on the fact thaQ -
2u dience. lf)emg aware of how a particylar syntagm € <.
tcnce) is orcr]ned.out of the elerpents of the “syce
(lzxnguagc-] code), is able to recognise the whole by B
Shown only a part. This is metonymy. For example T
2 use Fhe formula ‘the Crown stands for Soverei o ~
re relying on the fact that a crown is uniquely asg:tlatc“ ] AR
wiﬂ;”?icl})]atr;lcu]}?r syntagmatic chain of jtems of c;at‘\
ng gether form the uniform of 5 particular oQt"

i A
holder, the King, so that, even when removed from o

~
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The Human Animal and his Symbols

COntext of proper use, it can still be used as a signifier fqr
the whole complex. This metaphor/metonymy opposition is
MOt an either/or distinction; there is always some ele-
Ment of both kinds of association in any communicative
1SCourse but there can be marked differences of emphasis,
. 1 have said, “The Crown stands for Sovereignty” is
Primarily metonymic; in contrast, the concept of a “queen
bee” jg metaphoric.
A1 this links up with a much earlier style of anthropg.
oglc_al analysis. Frazer started his classic study of Primitive
mag}c (The Golden Bough, Abridged Edn.: 12) with the
thesis that magical beliefs depend on two types of (errgp_
€Ous) mental association : homeopathic magic, dependjng
°N a law of similarity, and contagious magic, depending
O a law of contact. Frazer's homeopathic/contagioy,q
distinction is practically identical to the Jakobson-l_évi
Strausg metaphoric/metonymic distinction, and the fa -

that Frazer and Lévi-Strauss should both agree that ty,;
kind of discrimination is highly relevant for an yp s
Standing of ‘primitive thought’ seems very significant,

But how does all this tie in with Lévi-Strauss’ geney
attitude to the process of symbolisation? al

. WVell first of all it needs to be appreciated that thege
dlrpensxons—th_e_, Ln_vc_gaphoriC:pa.r.a_d_igr_l}a.t_is-h_afmoniosim-°
larity axis on the one hand and_the_metonymic.gyp, 1~
‘Ratic-melodic-contagious axis on_the_other—corregy oSy
to the logical framework within which the varioug Str
tural triangles of Chapter 2 are constructed. For £Xam eu?\
We take Fig. 3 (p. 30), the Culture/Nature axis ig ‘Mey N
phoric’ while the normal/transformed axis is ‘Metq ta.
mic’. But it is more immediately relevant in the resny‘
context that, for Lévi-Strauss, this same framewory ~ht
vides the clue for our understanding of totemisy, PTo.
myth. Considered as individual items of culture a totep R
ritual or a myth is syntagmatic—it consists of a sc er“lq
of details linked together in a chain; animals and men-n Ce

are

1
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Lévi-Strauss
apparently interchangeable, Culture and Nat

X » ure -
fused. But if we take a whole set of such rituaalie Et
myths and superimpose pon another, then 45 Sp:

one u
digmatic-metaphoric pattern is se -
g p p en to emerg&" 3

comes apparent that the variations of what happens .
animals are algebraic transformations of the variarcj to:
what happens to the men, as in the example on p. g ons:
Alternatively we can operate the other way roiln d
we start with a particular sequence of custorn )
aviour we should regard it as a syntagm, a SPecigj G
A ey

ordered relations among a set of cultural o

h, in itself, is just a residue of history. If We o
ecial case and consider the arrangements

asp bet\vﬁ

onent parts algebraically we can arrive at ¢ h
m, a theme and variations—a set of < o
syste i1 ors) of which our special case is just one e
(m'etagm bring to our attention all sorts of othey, xXa myp
Thi: w’ons and we can then take another lool DQSS]-)
va ati aphic data to see if these other variationg
6thnog’; ¢ they do then we shall have confirmeq Sz,
"~ corresponds to some deep rooted Organjg
2 in human brains everywhere. 2 Tiop ‘

186 . le )
a 'nC}p sounds plausible in theory but there are tw-
- fgiculties which turn out to be of major J'mpoI~t Dy

15

1 lff. . .
t}'cﬂ frst 15 that, in the final stage of this process, it is YN
Ah€ ke it appear that the theory and the evide <
I": er, but the contrary is difficult to demong 22 5
€ al PositiVists can therefore argue that Lévi-Sg, Tate
- are more or Je ingless b in Qugy
ies ss meaningless because, in the s
as

ey

of
whiC
such
i ts COmP

e

foggj ¢
L% .

e 1},51’5, they cannot be rigorously tested.
a’’ . second difficulty is to understand just what is ny
he total system, “the general object of analysis’» San:
L) the ultimate algebraic structure of which partie,(See

17)/ Z5)’a; products are merely partial manifestations. W Qlar.
f';lt",'s structure located? This is a question which may, Sre |
Y ¢h?” Jpout all cultural systems. Where js ‘4 s '
.5 .d Po]c

37 K€ en

iﬂ
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The Human Animal and his Symbols

language'—in de Saussure’s sense (p. 45)—10';?::;;1: i'z}(;ie-
language as a whole is external to any par ! -
vidual; in Durkheim’s terminology, it is part of the collec-
tive consciousness (conscience collective) of all those who
S . .
P?tlz(tliéviStrauss is not much concerned.vnth the col-
lective consciousness of any particular social system; his
quest rather is to discover the collective unconscious of
“the human mind” (I'esprit humain), and this should apply,
not merely to speakers of one language, but to speakers of
all languages.

His endeavour sometimes leads him to make statementg

which suggests that the mind has an autonomy 9f its ownq
Which operates independently of any human individua)
For example :

Nous ne prétendons donc pas montrer comment les
hommes pensent dans les mythes mais commeng les
mythes se pensent dans les hommes, et a leur insu (G .
20). o

There are two published English versions of this
1) Y

We are not, therefore claiming to show how men thin

the myths, but rather how the myths think themgey,,

out in men and without men’s knowledge.”(Y.E.S. 156) s
2) “I therefore claim to show, not how men think in

R m
but how myths operate in men’s minds Withour S;lt;l‘s
being aware of the fact.’ (R.C.: 12) tr

PaSSage .

The French is ambiguous. “Comment les mythes se pe
dans les hommes” might be translated “how myy s
thought in men”, which would reduce the degree

£ agre
Nomy implied. The issue of autonomy is importang, étQ:
Strauss appears to regard cross-cultural variations of CUlyy, Vi.
Phenomena—especially myth—as self-generated topg),

> . o
distortions of a common structure. As illustration, he Tefq
to D’Arcy Thompson's discussion of the shapes of fisy, N 1:18

Sy



Lévi-Strauss
606)". The presumed autonomy implics that LéviStrz
can ignore the cultural context of particular variants; -
mechanism which gencrates the observed differences is -
that of adaptive evolution or functional relevance, =
simply mathematical permutation. The nature of =
human mind’, which functions as.a kind of randomis.
computer to generate these permutations “without be.
aware of the fact”, is left obscure. T h.e.hcr'esy of Le
5traU55' Anglo-Saxon critics—the “.empmcxsts' of footr
1 1—is that they start off by assuming that any local v
f a structured form, whether in biology or in cult-

tion oL ¢ local . e h
. funcnonally adapted to the local environment, so that
15 only claim to understand the local peculiarities aftex

a taken into account the local environmental circ
haVe “"ror such critics, playing noughts and crosses ~

Stanclgzical diagrams is not enough. .
o wver, Lévi-Strauss firmly repudiates the Sugges-
How is an idealist, so we have to assume that the
pat € sterious operations of ‘the human ming’ ‘Vh.S(:
r ha rrz’s are processes which take place in the o o2
‘”ostﬂlace of the brain. So the implications of his arrdlr
P pstal e something like this: sur
g :he course of human evqlution man has deve]
ique capacity to communicate by means of lan =
he uigns and not just by means of signals and ¢, oy
£ﬂd s - es. In order that he should be able to do th'gg-e
a oy that the mechanisms of the human brain i
not yet understand) should embody certain(W}l
for making + /— distinctions, for treating the bif,a‘;
/ hus tjom}6d as related couples, and for manipyja ?
5;1,1,5 lrelﬁt,"ms as In a matrix algcbra. We know that tla
P 5, , brain can do this in the case of sound Patterns ;“
1:‘ ;; ral I{ngUIStlcs has shown that this is one (byt c'an:
pfuc essennal element in the formation of meanin f:
9;6) e we can }tlhercfore postulate that the human bfa“(
in MUch the same way when it uses non-verb. .



. Other than sounds.
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The Human Animal and his Symbols
~lements of culture to form a ‘sign language' and tha? the
ultimate relational system, the algebra itself, is an attribute
of human brains everywhere. But—and this is where the
metaphors and the metonymy come in—we also know, not
only from the way we can

decode speech but more par-
Ucularly from the way we apprehend music, that the human
\brain is capable of listening to both harm

ony and melody
‘at the same time. Now the associations of sounds in har-

mony—an orchestral score read vertically. up and down
{the page—is metaphoric. In terms of the diagram at p. 4
‘the notes belong to the system of sounds which can be
\Made by all the assembled orchestral instruments. But the
\Sequence of sounds in a melody—an orchestral score reaq
"horizontally across the page—is metonymic. In terms of

-.,kfhe diagram, the notes form a syntagmatic chain derived
In sequence from one instrument at a time. S0 it is L&y
'Strauss’ bold proposition that the algebra of the brain -
be represented as a rectangular matrix of at least two

_ Derhaps several) dimensions which can be ‘read’ u (buy
“down or side to side like the words of a cross-word

P\lzand
His thesis is that we demonstrably do this with sounqg

t}}e way we listen to words and music) therefore it is 11 (n
Sically probable that we also do the same kind of thin
We convey messa

-

n.
Ew
ges by manipulating cultural catego};_ie‘l
This is an extreme reductionist argument but qn
face of it it should help to explain not only how ¢y the
symbols convey messages within a particular cultura)

e Q
but how they convey messages at all. The structtln nielll
relations which can be discovered by analysing matre. Qf
drawn from any one culture is an algebraic tTanSfox-mer‘ s
of other possible structures belonging to 2 COMmon tibr\
this common set constitutes a pattern which rf:ﬂegt g
attribute of the mechanism of all human brains. It jg a s
conception; whether it is a useful one may be a maérallq
opinion. ™ <x

of

Sy



4 The Structure of Myth

Lévi-Strauss on Myth has much the same fascination
Freud on the Interpretation of Dreams, and the same k
of weaknesses too. A first encounter with Freud is usu.

ersuasive; it is all so neat, it simply must be right.
then you begin to wonder. Sup;.)os.ing the whole Freuc
argument about symbolic assocxapons and laygrs of .
gcious, unconscious and pre-conscious were entirely £
would it ever be possible to prove that it is false? Ay
e answer to that question is ‘No’, you then have to

3 4

ourself whether psycho-analytic arguments about syry
adon and free association can ever be an)’thing b

form
clever talk.
tharévi-Sn'auss' discussions about the structure
L nly very clever talk; whether they are re’]] n
s to be seen. ally»~

e certai y -
al’ore than that still r;mac; 5 w0 be
m . : e .

Myth 1S an ill defin gory. Some People yg

if it meant fallacious history—; sto
ward “f}fi ch we know to be false; to};ay thatr};natz_-c"'.t
past ical’ is equivale{)t to saying that jt didn’t hver

*mY" peological usage is rather different : myth is 1;1 Nt
1h€ "~ of ,:ehg.lous mystery—*“the €Xpression of u?] gh
1 atle realities in terms of observable phenomenga?”’ g »
zlv,] 4 (1953): 47')‘ This comes close to the anthro (1 NGE
;ﬂl view that myth is a sacred tale”. Pologs

hy 51f we ;cr:lfep’: .thls latter 'ki‘nd of definition the s

jity ©1 MY is not that it is false b hat it i e

b Shons s oL 1 ut that it is divin
£ leve, but fairy-tale for those who Q

d e istinctj

1:1';‘ ’ ,!;;;c adrl;lf::acnon that history is trye and myth jg faj
,’; qu,s > tradin?):; 1\;3arly all human socjeties Possess
éaf u about their own past. It starts, as v,
54



The Structure of Myth

Bible starts, with a story of the Creation. This is necessarily

‘mythical’ in all senses of the term. But the Creation stories

are followed by legends about the exploits of culture

heroes (e.g. King David and King Solomon), which might
‘have some foundation in ‘true history’, and these in turn
'11ead on to accounts of events which everyone accepts as
‘fully historical’ because their occurrence has been inde-
pendently recorded in some other source. The Christian
New Testament purports to be history from one point of
/| view and myth from another, and he is a rash man who

x"seeks to draw a sharp line between the two.
I

Lévi-Strauss has evaded this issue of the relation betweey,
limyth and history by concentrating his attention ¢p
t| “societies with no history”, that is to say on peoples like
il the Australian Aborigines and the tribal peoples of Brazi)
| who thinlf of their own society as changeless, and con-
1} ceive of time present as a straightforward perpetuation qf

time past. In Lévi-Strauss’ usage, myth has no locatign i

i chronol?gical time, but it does have certain charactey;.
#| dcs which it shares with dreams and fairy-tales. In s
': ticular, the distinction between Nature and Culture w}‘:iar‘

I| dominates normal human experience largelyﬁappe :
{ In LéviStraussian myth men converse with animalsars'
t| marry animal spouses, they live in the sea or in the skor
¥ they perform feats of magic as a matter of course,
#!  Here as elsewhere Lévi-Strauss’ ultimate concern 1S wos

{ *“the unconscious nature of collective phenomena” S?h th
¥ 18) . e secks o discover principles of thq
!  formation which are universally valid for all 8ht
minds. These universal principles (if they eXist) are o 20
tive in our brains just as much as in the brains of Dera_
3 American Indians, but in our case the cultural tre\ixminc“"m'l
-i ) have received through living in a high te‘{h“°l°gy sog~""%
* and through attending school or university has O‘verllQty
the universal logic of primitive thought with all kindsai(1
of

>
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Lévi-Strauss

special logics
- 2ICs require
soc1al environment I? by the artificial diti
versal logic, in i - It we are t conditions of
. , in its u o get at the primiti
examine the thought ncontaminated form Pwe itive -
Jogically unso hist: processes of ver, rm, . need
2 phisticated very primitlve, te r
Indians), and the stud 'Feor)les (like the South A
this end.. y of myth is one way of achien:
Even if we acce ey
b kind pt the general e
must e a Xin of universal i < proposition that tFk
in Wthh is shared b l inbuilt logic of a non-rati ’
rl—,anifest in primitive n): y‘go]]’umanity and which is n.-:z
Tnan 'methodological diﬂicu(;%}gs we are still faced ~x
Ser AUS sen_se) starts out as an oral t N{ythology (in L
Zeli giol{s ritual. The tales them tradition associated
'tted jn exouc languages at e selves are usually N
ey. come_available to Lévi-Strann: length- BY th ol
th ‘_ﬂd—be' analyst, Ehcy have been auss, or to an et
‘r)ibed, in uil;gzewa;ed form, into one down ax):d b
sC on an languages. I ne or oth ©
c©O 0‘:,6 c%r?spl?sfe]‘y divorced fror,;, t3;2:,Proce:s.s ttl?;_ of
i -
bzﬁteftaiscusses iLui\f{yat;O?'uq of the ;:oggjglnal relj h
Cdﬂu55 snd Rome and Anofi’ques as it is ot?‘a‘,vhich
56{566; more fl‘;miliar Evef;'ént Scandinavia vf- ’;:yqi; <
a H Wi h : SO, Lé 3 1t s
e ries ave : V1-.
W c 5t?eri ®ics which thretamed the i;raus's assertsw
1 zlf”‘,c we 8° about i 1ey possessed j sential stry
i if W culated Stolt' in the right w'n the first plact .
‘32 e Sdin characteristirs wf o Lk e o o arisops
€ fﬁ“'llogic cs of 2 Unjvere. e to exhibip .
: v ) exib
0:0’ Off’v aluation of such ) ersal pnmlﬁvelli1 Tr
2 ov,.d in operationa] ¢ an improbable Qa:
55€ €5 of analyg; erms. If, b credo can
oO5aU erials, we 5 , by applyi onl
a5 . p» matcr}aIS, w to an act plying Lévi- Y
1 € are ab ual bod Su‘a
able to arrive o O.f anthro s
at insights whij
1Ick

c

1€5;¢? 5 not have bef;

-8 3id Ore, X

1,s/5 doﬂ other relateq etind these.msights th 1

.o nographic facts row illumj

P » Wthh we na.
had
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The Structure of Myth

. considered in the first instance, then we may feel
t the exercise has been worth while. And let me
/ at once that, in many cases, there is a pay-off of this
d. ‘

The problem, as Lévi-Strauss sees it, is roughly t.hls. 1f
¢ consider any corpus of mythological tales at the:lr face
lue we get the impression of an enormous vanetX of
ivial incident, associated with a great deal of repetition,
'd a recurrent harping on very elementary themes:
ICest between brother and sister or mother and son, patri-
de and fratricide, cannibalism ... Lévi-Strauss postulates
hat behind the manifest sense of the stories there must be
Nother non-sense (cf. p. 32 above), a message wrapped up
1 code. In other words he assumes with Freud that

. a
Nyth is a kind of collective dream and that it should be
“apable of interp

retation so as to reveal the hidden Mmeaning,
Lévi-Strauss’ ideas about the nature of the code and the
kind of interpretation that might be possible have severay
Sources.

The first of these comes from Freud; myths express un.

conscious wishes which are somehow inconsistent With
Conscious experience. Amo

: ng primitive peoples the ¢qp
Hnuity of the political system is dependent upon the pey_
Petuation of alliances between small groups of Kin. Thege
alliances are created and cemented by gifts of womep, |
f'flthers give away their daughters, brothers give awa
Sisters. But if men are

> y thei;.
to give away their women to ge

Social-political ends they must refrain from keeping thesfei
Wwomen to themselves for sexual ends. Incest and ex°garny
are therefore opposite sides of the same penny ang the
incest taboo (a rule about sexual behaviour) is the COrne,
stone of saciety (a structure of social and political "elations)
(Seec also Chapter 6.) This moral principle ml‘glifs thag, in
the imaginary situation, ‘the First Man’ should have h5q
wife who was not his sister. But in that Caset Yy story,
about a ‘First Man’ or a ‘First Woman' MUust contajy,

5>
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logical contradiction. For if they were brother and:
then we are all the outcome of primaeval incest, but, if
were separate creations, only one of them can' be ;he
human being and the other must be (in some sense)?
than human: thus the Biblical Eve is of one flesh'
Adam and their relations are incestuous, but the non-Bib
Lilith wasa demon !
Another ‘contradiction’ of a comparable kind is that
oncept of hfg entails the concept of death; a living©
js that which is not dead, a dead thing is that which is!
live. But religion endeavours to separate these two
insical]}’ interdependent concepts so that we have n
whi h account for the origin of death or which repr?
‘the gateway to eternal life’. Lévi-Strauss has aff
ha when we are considering the universalist aspect
a4 .tive mythology we shall repeatedly discover that'
priien message is concerned _with the resolutiorn, of
hi me contradictions of this sort. The rePetit?on(;"

welco :cations of mythology so fog the issue thy
PreV Jogical inconsistencies are 10st sight of even vy, 177
abl€ enly expressed. In ‘The Story of Asdiw en’
re oP¢ for many pcople, the most satisfyi ar- (196
2 pich I8 .says in myth analysis his SYINg Of o) ff
wWhiss es Yy conclusion is thae.
st | the paradoxes conceived b . ’
‘IA_I ¢ diver Y the native mi !
H €0, ] nda,,
e ™% sc planes: geographic, economig MG
¢h€. 41, and even cosmological y Mic,
gi .. gical, are, when all
108 " assimilated to that less obvi 'S said?
nér . . Vious ¢
d4or " yhich marriage with the matri] Yet SO real p
d0% Tails 10 resolve, B S aateral cousin qegepf
ut . But the failure ; ten!
pY ihs, and there precigely i s admitteq 5, ¢
mYg). y lies their function’ s
7,8 ) (G
? th¢ “admission” js of 5 compl i ;
£ “s needs two py Plex kind and even Lé","

us . Pages of close argu
ra¥”” (who is alre . argument to persu !
;ﬂd‘;) ghat this js \5}?§t In possession of al] the Eelev::f;\r‘l
dgﬂc in fact the myths are saying
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The Structure of Myth

The second major source of Lévi-Strauss’ thinking on1 this
Pic comes from arguments taken over f.rom tl}e field qf
“Nera) information theory. Myth is not just fairy-tale, it
“Nains a message. Admittedly it is not very clear who is
,ending the message, but it is clear who is receiving it.
‘.he novices of the society who hear the myths for the. first
'Me are being indoctrinated by the bearers of tradition
1.2 tradition, which in theory at any rate, has been handed
“Wn from long dead ancestors. Let us then think of the
Cestors (A) as ‘senders’ and the present generation (B)
'S ‘receivers'.
ig ,'OW let us imagine the situation of an individual A who

& ing to get a message to a friend B who is almost out of
ha"shot and le

t us suppose that communication is furthe,
a_‘hpered by

various kinds of interference—noise from
SQI:\cl, passing cars and so on.

What will A do? If he is
iy Sible he will not be satisfied with shouting his Mmessage
w.t once, he will shout it several times, and give a differep,

drding to the message each time, supplementing his wo,
géth visual signals. At the receiving end B may very like)
\\»: the meaning of each of the individual messages slightyy,
Qhong, but when he puts them together the 'redundancies
iy the mutual consistencies and inconsistencies will Make

Quite clear what is ‘really’ being said.
§ Suppose for example that the intended message consistg of
q;lements, and that each time that A shouts across tq
t:&ercnt parts of the message get obljterated by interfer,
\\'?m other noises then th

e
c e total pattern of what B receil\],Ce
t}“lll consist of a series of ‘chords’ as in an orchestra SCore

S:

r 2 4 7 8

) 2 3 4 6 8

1 4 5 7 8

I 2 5 7

3 4 5 6 8

So

h




Lévi-Strauss

Lévi-Strauss’ postulate is that a corpus of mythology ¢
stitutes an “‘orchestra score” of this sort. The collectvit
the senior members of the society, through its relhlg:
institutions, is unconsciously transmitting to theﬂl“:
members a basic message which is manifest in the "¢
as a whole rather than in any particular myth. .
Many social anthropologists of the more usual A%
American sort—the functionalists of whom Léw-SU";
is so critical—are prepared to go along with him $0~
but they find his method far less acceptable when he ig"
the cultural limitations of time and space. .
In ‘The Story of Asdiwal’ which I have mentioned alf®
Lévi-Strauss devotes 40 pages to the analysis of a S&
complex of myths precisely located in a particular cult
region and the result is entirely fascinating. But when
Frazer, he roams about the ethnographies of the whole we
picking up odd details of custom and story to r¢*
what he presumes to be a single unitary mess; (_) B of
in the architecture of the human mind, most ofge-m o
admirers get left behind. Here is an example hijs Bﬂrf
procedure : Of thjs la*

““As in archaic Chinag and ¢ .
there “},135 I:Itntii recently , Eirng;’;a/\menndjan so a-cﬂ'(
i e ritual extincg; n JE
:lat)l:sgs:ic hearths ;f:’cigon and subseqﬁgittom YVhJ('_‘b ‘;,
instruments of ( ed by astin rekmdlmg{.
. al’kness (I'n g and by the USe‘
(M.C.: 351). Struments des f

The concept of ""nStrum

Century European ¢
u
and Easter Eve, the Sto

m j darkness refers to 4 2t

. wh
were replaced b : €en Goo id?)
din from Whichy ve:;oUs Othe 2:;;’Ch bells were silde:tnaﬂ A
the prodigies and terﬁfsl{PPOSed t se~producing devices th i

death ; o Femi
eath of Chrig M.c.. ;tingWnds wel?cli? 9 the faithful g
60 ). In the citedaccompaniEd o

quotation L&



The Structure of Myth

uss has given this mediaeval European Christian cate-
-aworld wide extension by using it to include any kind
ausical instrument which is employed as a signal to
k the beginning or end of a ritual performance. He then
vs attention to the use of such signals in various situ-
1s where lights and fires are extinguished and rekindled
1e beginning and end of a period of fast. And finally he
es back to Europe and notes that “instruments of dark-
" are used in contexts of the latter kind. The whole
ment is circular since the universality of the con-
tion of “instruments of darkness” and fasting is already
upposed in the operational definition of the terms
loyed.
ry substantial sections of all four published volumes
[ythologiques are open to objections of this kind and,
e frank, this grand survey of the mythology of the
ncas, which extends to 2000 pages and gives details of
different stories and their variants, often degenerates
a latter day Golden Bough with all the methodological
°ts which such a comment might imply. Lévi-Strauss
course wel] aware that he is open to criticism of this
and in Mythologiques 1II (O.M.:11-12) he goes to
;lengths to justify an astonishing claim that a Tukuna
1 which ig “impossible to interpret” in its native South
TiICan context becomes comprehensible when brought
association with a “paradigmatic system’’ drawn from
nyths of North America. It seems to me that only the
 uncritica] devotees are likely to be persuaded by this
ment. But, even so, the Structural Analysis of Myth
fVes our serious attention. Just what does this expression
n?
. i t
Bl vy 10 xplain by demonsioter b L
hasise two preliminary points. Ferf {: ace; my skeletal
1¢ method requires a great deal obtlEtieS' T o coch-
aples give no jndication of the st

o
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nique. Secondly, Lévi-Strauss’ method is
In England, Hocart and Lord Raglan mac
same direction over forty years ago, sC
folklorist Vladimir Propp (see V.P., 19¢
George Dumezil, one of Lévi-Strauss’ ser.
the College de France, began to develop
parallel to those of Lévi-Strauss in quite a
but the latter has carried the theoretical
he is up to much further than any of the o1

In Lévi-Strauss’ first essay on this topic
uses, as one of his examples, a very abbrev
the structure of the Oedipus story. This is
few cases in which he has so far applied .
myth which is likely to be generally famili
or American reader so let us start with that.
I have followed Lévi-Strauss fairly closely, c
modifications at points where his argument
larly obscure.’

He first assumes that the myth (any myth
broken up into segments or incidents, and
familiar with the story will agree as to what
are. The incidents in every case refer to the
tween the individual characters in the story, o
of particular Individuals. [¢ is these ‘relations
which are the points on which we need
:ci;t:r?;gl))’l:.h & individua] characters, as such, a

In the particular cag

following segments of € of the Oidipus myth?

a syntagmatic chajn :
i. ‘Kadmos seekg his
i 'ffTagmgs kills the Is)'i;er Europe, ravished b
111. k (] Partoi t gon' .
sowing the Drago € mep who are born
e odipus kills his ~ecth) ill one another'
V- ‘Oidipus kijlg pp,, “ther Laios’

62 Phinx’ (But in fact, it
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the Sphinx commits suicide after Oidipus has answered
the riddle)

vi. ‘Oidipus marries his mother Jokaste’

vii. ‘Eteokles kills his brother Polyneikes'’

viii, ‘Antigone buries her brother Polyneikes despite pro-
| hibition’

| LévisStrauss also draws our attention to a peculiarity of
three of the names::

ix. Labdakos — father of Laios — = ‘Lame’
X. Laios — father of Oidipus — = ‘Left-sided’
Xi. Oidipus = ‘Swollen foot’

Lévi-Strauss admits that the selection of these characters
and these incidents is to some extent arbitrary, but he
Agues that if we added more incidents they would
Only be variations of the ones we have already. This is true
®nough. For example : Oidipus’ task is to kill the Sphinx; he
does this by answering the riddle : the answer to the riddle,
" cording to some authorities, was—‘the child grows into
a0 adult who grows into an old man’’; the Sphinx then com-
Mits suicide; Oidipus (‘the child grown into an adult’) then
Marries his mother Jokaste; when Oidipus learns the answer
t‘? this riddle, Jokaste commits suicide and Oidipus puts out

Is own eyes to become an old man: S0 also, if we were to
Pursue the fortunes of Antigone, We should note that, hav-
g ‘buried’ her dead brother in defiance of the command of
her mother’s brother (Kreon), she 15 in turn herself buried
Alive by Kreon; she commits suicide; her suicide is followed

; . Haimon and also that of
Y that of her betrothed cousi”

Amon’s mother Eurydike- , [n another version Haimon is
K But where should we stop .hcr Antigone bears Haimon a
llled by the Sphinx; in anot soon.--
Son who is killed by KrcoI; aguss' own skeletal version. He
So let us stick to Lévi-SUa." . olumns, thus:
Puts his eleven segments int© fou p
3
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I I I1I v
(i) Kadmos-Europe

(ii) Kadmos-Dragon
(iii) Spartoi

iv) Oidipus-Laios ix) Lame
@iv) P i ( ]23 L
(v) Oidipus-Sphinx (x) L.cft~£7
(vi) Oidipus-Jokaste Laios i
(vii) Eteokles- (xi) Swo-

Polyneikes foot
Oidipss

(viii) Antigonec-
Polyneikes

He then points out that in each of the incidents in Col¥
I there is a ritual offence of the nature of incest—*an 0¥
valuation of kinship’. This contrasts with the incident’
Column II where the offences are of the nature of fratrici
parricide—‘an undervaluation of kinship’. In Column 1
the common element is the destruction of alo?
monsters by men, whereas Column 1V refers to m anom ,,:<
themselves to some extent anomalous mon sters en Whoé:i-
Strauss introjects ahgeneralh Proposition based. Here ]l’.‘1r ;
arative ethnogra on 3
scale comp 8raphy of the Frazerja, kind :g

they em
clumsily. This is the ca T Cannot wajk or tg’ ; alk
mythology of th s¢ of the chthop; Y
Yy 8Y ol the Pueblo , _ [and of] tc;m?? beings in
This, so he says, explaj 1¢ Kwakiutl ..."
Rpr YS, explains the pecuhanty of the n o>
Anyway, the natyre of ame
Column I1] jg that they the an

Omaloy in
story of t - are ha] S monsters !
of :l):e autl::}fghwmg of the draggnr?an‘half animal and th®
from tll&tfttax'tli \?Jiltc;lus origin S teet implies 3 doctrin® »
Oidipus being expos?elii a: ’l‘)‘?n aid, 1p con?—,a rt°1'hWere bog‘;
Irth anqg ast, the story

64 Staked to the groun
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implies that even
i t) implies t X
‘s his swollen foo trom his
was e (%"g::nzf\ he was not fully separated
*h born of W . . o mo-
al earth. ¢vi-Strauss, Column 111, in whxd‘xciht ;o
d so, says L e, signifies denial of the auto oo
are overcof?ﬁ{e Column 1V signifies f-he persisten o
rof r}?:hnc;r:gus origin of man. So 1V is the converse
utoc rerse of 111

is the conv ﬁrSe' 0 ) . )

’;flss lﬁ;isr_tspmﬁng logic we end up with an equation :
I 1Yy

évi-Strauss maintains that there jg
‘r:l The formal religious th

more to this than
theory of the Greeks was that
was autochthonous, The

first man
rew from the earth as plapgs

Was half a serpent,
EOW from the earth,

:fore the puzzle that needs ¢ be solved i :

ow to find a satisfacto

ansition between this theg

4 the knowledge that hypmg, beings are aCtually bory,
m the union of man ang Woman, Aly ough the preh.
n obviously cannot be gq qd, t Oidipy
les a kind of logical toq Which relateg
sblem—born from ope or O—t0 the
rivative problem: bom frop, differeny or
+ same, By a_corr.elgmon of thig

blood relations’ is yq

. bo from
t Pe, ‘th °Vel’rating
lations’ as ‘the attem F esey © Atochy s blood
\possibility to succeeq jp
adicts theory, social life

ONY’ ig te ¢
. though e Y 1S 10 ‘the
Validateg
ity of structure. Hence

Criep _
COSmology 1 s SO
co ology jg

e Who think that al] y;, v 5
e o A ol B e 1O
vrong, Lewis Carroll, i 1 ter ego oSS
one of the'ong&at‘ors Of the Pecyliy,
. upon which VLStr,a“SSian (
buter technology are )y o

At 216)
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i is way

It must be admitted that, emasculated 'll?lethyet v

argument almost ceases to be compie?}fgslbe};ind the

uspec

. 32, the reader may s Cctrauss ha

::nzz Fhef‘e is a sense. The reason why Lé;lcl Iitythologl

ursued his explorations of Classical Gree 2 bowdle

lf)urther seems to be that, in the somewha s, thea

form in which these stories have come dov»fn tlf n;ythc

too few parameters. The South Am?rlca lorations
which has provided the main arena of his exp

. is there able 0 :
many more dimensions. In particular he is there a
that:

snes In T
I.sets of relationships among huma.n. bm;legxual -
of relative status, friendship and hostility,
ability, mutual dependence

. s . ns
may be represented in myth, either in direct or transg
form, as £
2. relationships between different kin s (SPCCH?S) cS> )
animals, birds, reptiles, insects, SUpernatural being

3. relationships between categorieg of food anc}lf:: |
of food preparation and the use or non-use of It
P-31)

. . il
4.relations between categorieg of sound and 5V
produced either natura

ificy
W 35 animg) yies or artif
by means of musjca) instrumentg

5. relations between Categorie
pleasant /unpleasan

tast
S of smell and
{, sweet /souyr et
6. relationg between types of

C
d
undy
an petween the animalg and plr:an dresm WllCh
clothmg is deriveq s fro
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7. relations between body functions: e.g. eating, excre-

tion, urination, vomitting, copulation, birth, menstrua-
tion

8.relations between categories of landscape, seasonal
change, climate, time alternations, celestial bodies . ..

or Combinations of any of these frames of reference. The
f;a;;‘l Purpose of his South .An}erican analysis is not merely
oy Ow that such symbohsgnon occurs, for Freud apd his
o s}\lvers have already clalmefl to demonstra.te this, })ut
e ow that the transformations follow strictly logical

w:éVI-Strauss displays quite extraordinary ingenuity m the

reﬁlhe exhibits this hidden logic but the argument is €X*
Is ely Corpplicated and very difficult to evaluate.

of anlt possible to present a reduced model of such 2 system
I alysis and still convey the general sense?

isy .is original article Lévi-Strauss remarks at the epd of
Nef discussion of Oidipus that:

I 2 myth is made up of all its variants, strucn;rasl.
3nalysis should take them all into account. After.ana )’v
g all the known variants of the Theban version :he
Shoulq thys treat the others in the same way: first e,
tles about Labdakos collateral line including Aaga .

ntheus, and Jokaste herself; the Theban version it

Ykos with Amphion and Zetos as the ity fou.nde'rsnm
Yemote variants concerning Dionysos (Oidipus h
Ateral cousin) and Athenian legends where Ke;krioaf>r chart

& place of Kadmos. For each of them @ ST, pied
Should be drawn and then compared and T
acc‘)rding to the findings ... (S:A: 217)-

i-
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The methodological programme applied tc
materials in Mythologiques is a modification «
Vol. 1 starts with a Bororo myth from South Am:
and explores variants and permutations. There
emphasis on the theme that: ‘culinary ope
viewed as mediatory activities between heaver
life and death, nature and society’” (R.C.:64—
examines more convoluted versions of the san
and Vol. III pursues the chase into North Amer
leads us the other way round. Starting with a
the American North West (M.529)%, variants ever
us back to South America. The emphasis on coc
agent of transformation persists, but the title p
draws attention to the recurrent equivalence
clothed = Nature/Culture. At the end of the
Strauss claims to have demonstrated tha
agglomeration of stories forms a single sy
such an operatio}r: mitghtl bebexpanded in
can be nothing heretical about lyi
game to the mythology of Classicz?lp(l;rﬁezg Ep]},e Ta
striking American parallels for some well k cre
themes (Hultkraglz,hlggﬁ, nown
In particular eu : .

antitheses, seems g: sitii’e]l;emg heavily lade
vestigation :

t the -
Stem. In
deﬁnitel

S n wij
to invite a Lévyj !
He is a son of ©
Dionysos s

4 , With Whom he beCo » :
He rescues his wife from mes identifieq,

of music but loses her 1. ‘1€ land of the dead b.

her footsteps behin s cau '
4 hipss Se of silence—_:«« )
He is 5 g Y i

homosexy
traditiong

68

evoted husp
ality; hi igi
lsogx’-Cehlsf Oracje ‘):V(;ts tlhe originat
© female homosz;itae]c'l on
1ty | | .

or C
Lesy
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story is a structura]
one story :

Furthermore the Orpheus-Euridike
permutation of the Demeter-Perseph,

Euridike the wife anq Persephone the Virgin Daughtey
are both carried off to rule as Queen

of the Underworlq,
Orpheus the husband fajls 1o rescue his

, Wwife ap is Sterile;
Demeter the mother Partially rescyeg her g,
fertile,

Ughter anq jg
Euridike dies in consequence of ing 1
While evading the sexual embraccsgoblttm} b)f a shake
brother to Orpheus. The PUnishme,,, Of At RAIOS, hajp
he loses his bees ang Arig

hence b honey,
He recovers his bees b fing;

) Nding 5 ¢

of a sacrificed ammal wh; h the Car,
to go putﬁd inStead of being czikbee Pecia]] a cass
gods in the usual way, ed qp heq ¢
Persephone fails to achieye i Orta:
Iaw pomegranate seeds jy, e othahty bee
brother Demophoon Rear] achiey, or Woryq. h
he eats nothing in thig worlq but S nmnm‘ta']i o
ambrosia, a food of the goqq re]):t
o achieve immorty); be o Wi

; \ Cause . One ;
(Metaneira) drags hip, from ﬁ:eus'e re ;{' He faﬂ};
Cooked by Demeter, Who g In w ich rnOth
Mortality, Persephope I8 Iypeq Cking to y 1 s oner

5 B
u
rant smell of fyeqy flowey, ‘r.e‘ m byat‘l\;ayell?ii
€t
Already 1 1, ve st Tag,
v{Strazs:'sm u:"(‘)‘gh hareg W fy . ¥
oubt Y aware of the P us_ anq oyy a Who]

Ut the inary pq der whpc?ssnbilities ( Athg, b Vo]l“hE
assica] My thology or Ofo I unfa“lili See tg M lmself A
lons of Myth log; the p th '3 N
giqu har ) mﬁttations the deta?;a)‘

Xpecteq L O, OF
eq to hln
de . ~
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such a rigmarole. So I shall attempt sormr
modest. By following through a very re
Lévi-Strauss’ original plan (p. 67). I sh:
reader some feeling of how, in a Structt
constrasted patterns of superficially diffe
seen to fit together. It needs to be realisec
any such truncated illustration we necess
of the subtler nuances of the technique,
Within these limitations the analysj
which discusses eight stories in outline an.
others in skeletal form, is intended to i]]
the key features in Lé&vi-Strauss Proceq
stories are all summarised in the Same
roles of the various dramatis person ae
tinguished. King, Queen, Mother, Fath
Daughter, Son-in-law, Paramour etc erx
permutations of a single ‘plot’. © Are
The comparison rests on a basic up
the effect that Greek mythology as . Yy
single ‘“’system” (language) and thag

Wh
is a syntagm of that “system’ (see , 2Ch
a whole presupposes

. a certain me
of the relative Posi

tan, 18)
tions of men and 4 0r
i . C
matrix formed by the Oppositions : 3 als
-~
E/B
ABOVE/BELOw, T
NATURE WORLD /OTHER
. Ox
This schema ig ¢

u .

5. Other factorg W 0@rised in the dig

(but this woulg Which are presupp, Amy
myths were More Ore cvident if nosed 9
which have beep, 1,; mPl':tte) are th R
story on p. 68 _rhmte at in‘ et Q dest
70 1€S Wel‘e N

b
&up Q
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fresh uncooked foods—.

ambrosia, Nectar, (7) honey— ¢

™ey delighted in the Smell of burnt Offerings, thus BURN.

ING/PUTRID . ; SKY/UNDERWORLD. In my Vversions of

the myths the issue ig blatantly about sex Omicide; in

Huller account jt would be seep, that thig Issue algq appears

i go. Ofther lanes, Jyqr how this

v riel space ut the following
Lévx-Strauss deriveq . : .

apply to ¢y, darom > American

&neralisation by
Aterial may wel

e Greek data also

“there is] an analogy between

lood. Both are transforrned (élap Or(ez:e)s’u End menstmal
ing from a sort of infra-cuisine‘ Ve etal . stances resu]t_
'+ animal in the Other, Moreover In t},

healthy or 1OXic, fuge o 2 Womg, ay be €ithey
dition s ‘4 honey'’ Ut Secreteg 1 In j

disposed, Finally y, hay, seen g}, Poison
Search for lgoney repy Sents 5 t, 1fn n
the guise o €rotic ttran, . ret
Tegister to that of t ezce:::: tr nsDQSe du;:lo toN
the very foundations of Cy)y of taste

Ong. In the same Wway th hﬂre i
10 public orde, If the , '€ hop
their private ame indq
to society” OM., 340)

top
Anq jf the relevay,

duties
Ce o
SCure I can Only remfaﬂa(" thj
piracters, laukos, on of Mj,, Ohe fh b follgy, s
ionysos was OWne, in (s} th, eemg
Finally | shoulq ing °f he h
¢ analysis is po, thay O th ang Tebory,
ut that ‘collectiVe]y theall thQ Q 1 i
Sl.nh

=SS e

==
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not expressly sajd by any of them, and that what th;)::h :
say (collectively) is 5 hecessary poetic truth wplihatﬁ
unwelcome contradiction’. It is Lévi-Strauss’ thesis h ind:
function of mythology is to exhibit publicly, th?Uijnd (d
guise, or. inarily unconscioys paradoxes of this

P 58).
PRESUMED SCHEMA
MEN " ANIMALS GODS
sy
Zeus
g {Sky-Mountain)
+ Eagles
Menin Domestic Animals —~———_Wild Anj
in Farms Moge?;ak" ~tg:c\kwil':i .
| Serpents (d.ragons) i
E Unddws
3 P s
: | " (el
THIs woun‘\,omsk WORLD
(*CULTURE
Fig. 5 ’

he underlyin .

.trhee ‘reduced nfo?i?l??f EOH throughout the ana sis is tht

of categories in by, ! Fig. ¢ Which arran e Y us pal

down and left ap4 aégh(t’P_Po:sitjo,] alon t%v S vario up 2 of

of mythology of Which Is Implici, in"th O axes el

examples. the listeq s n.ee whole nyC o
S are par

The Stories

1. Kadmos, Europe ang , X

STORY : Zel:ll::;1 (Gn?i in the fOrma.yon«s' Teeth

Buroper 4 2nd tame) Sduceg 2 tam jatol

Europe. *30d ey Vild byj) (media

S off

ot )
Hesoff , human g
72
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Th
seaicbf:c;”g;e]:' Kadmos, and the mother, Telephassa, of Europe

admos i ﬂ‘:l'- The mother dies and is buried by Kadmos.
anima]; e len told to follow a particular cow (domestic

€ Cow st Placement of the sister and the mother). Where
Scrificeq ?IPS' Kadmos must found Thebes, having first

\he cow to Athena. (Cow forms link between man
In seekip Just as bull formed link between gods and man.)
enco te§ to provide water for the sacrifice Kadmos
dragop, is S a dragon (monster) guarding a sacred pool. The
tngage inzson of Ar es, God of War. Kadmos and the dragon
the ago attle. Having killed the dragon, Kadmos sows
Materia]) nTsilteeth (a domestic action applied to wild
ey kill € Crop is men (the Spartoi) without mothers.
Kadmoy t°ne another, but the survivors cooperate with
and man_.o fO}md Thebes. Kadmos makes peace with Ares
2 magic ;es his daughter Harmonia. The gods give Harmonia
t eve Al necklace as dowry, which later brings disaster
Kadmryme Who possesses it. At the end of the story
8 and Harmonia change into dragons.

G
;oi\dhém“ The story specifies the polarity Nature : Culture
Gdds 0ds : Men and affirms that the relationship bptween
eXe and Men is one of ambiguous and unstable alliance—
Ma Mplified by marriage followed by feud followed by
is Tlage accompanied by poisoned marriage gifts. There
also the ambiguity of autochthony—non-autochthony.
Admos who slays the Dragon from whom are born the
Partoi is himself the Dragon and ancestor of the Spartol.

2. Minos and the Minotaur d

STORY : Minos is son of Zeus and Europe (previous story) an

husband to Pasiphaé, daughter of the Sun. £ the
oseidon is brother to Zeus but his counterpart, god of t

Sea instead of god of the sky- _
Poseidon sendsg Minos a beautiful bull which should b?don
sacrificed : Minos retains the bull. In punishment Posel
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1

svof
. . nu“yo
causes Pasiphaé to lust after thf: bull. By the l;ieas g
Daidalos, Pasiphaé is changed into a cc?w an he monsté
relations with the bull, of which union is born 5

ol
- n
Minotaur, who annually devours a tribute of living ¥
and maidens.

|
|

(|
o . . [Ory;

COMMENT: This is the inverse of the ﬁrst i’ ay urof
a. KADMOS VERSION: Bull (= Zeus) cameshsman the" |
who has a human child, Minos. Europe has a g from i
Kadmos, who is required to sacrifice a COW, £rom whe
gods, and in the process he kills a monster himselftb‘
remains come live human beings. But Kadmos 15 ,
monster. e pasip®
b. MINOS VERSION : Bull (=Poseidon) cohablts"\VIth}; o
who has a monster child, Minotaur. Pasiphaé has . o
husband, Minos, who is required to sacrifice a b¥ 'la
from the gods (which he fails to do). The bull is T¢P"
by a monster who consumes human beings. But the m?

= Minotaur = Minos-Bull is himself Minos.

In effect, the two stories have almost §
one story is converted into the

i.e. bulls become cows, broth
on

The implication ig the sam
polarity. Gods - Men : . Weilgs I.)efore.
Domestic  Animalg v :

dentical ‘srructf’rfs".
other by ‘changing the 58
ers become husbands, 2"

3. Theseus, Ariadne an

STORY : (skeleton). Th
mother, is ranged agy

74

|
d the Minotqy,
esey
inst l\s/iiion of Poseidon by a huma?
5, 50n of Zeyg by a human
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Moth .

loveg ‘_}Theﬁs\n adne daughter of Minos and Pasiphaé (story 2)
eseus ki;us gnd b_etrays her father by means of a thread.

eserts her, § the Minotaur and elopes with Ariadne but

Im:/thICh 2 fathef or the father’s double (here Minos-

aur) is killed by his enemy because of the treachery of
1em aughter Who loves the enemy; but the victorious
hus.y then punishes the daughter by-desertion or murder.

OMMENT . Ths.. «
n T: This is one of a group of closely related stories

a'thM]ms is at war with Nisos, king of Megara, a descendant
e‘.mf‘lfutOCI'lthonous Kekrops. Nisos is preserved from
£t Y a magic lock of hair. Skylla daughter of Nisos, cuts
ills I\?.ha" and presents it as a love token to.Mm.os. Minos
ur 150s but abandons Skylla in disgust. Nisos is then

ned INto a sea-eagle in perpetual pursuit of his errant

fgu}g)hter in the form of another sea bird (keiris).
' L eTSeus; son of Zeus by the human Danaé, is founder

G?(g of Mycenae. The kingdom passes to Perseus’ son
. al0s and then to Elektryon, brother of Alkaios, who
'"gages in feud with Pterelaos, grandson of Nestor, another
Tother of Alkaios. Amphitryon, son of Alkaios, is betrothed
-0 Alkmene, daughter of Elektryon (his father’s brother).
Ele tr ives Amphitryon the kingdom but binds him
yon gives phitry \ ;
Qath not to sleep with Alkmene until vengeance against
terelaos has been achieved. .
the course of the feud the sons of Pterelaos drive off
B ' ter-attacked by the sons of
ektryon’s cows and are coun :
B ide survives. Amphitryon
ektryon. One son from each side s A
Tedeems the cattle but, as he is driving them nome, one
oy i flings a stick at the
o the cows runs aside. Amphitryon killed. Pterelaos is
COW but the stick hits Elektryon who is I d. Prerelaos is,
Ike Nisos, preserved from death by a ma;lg}tr on, betrays her
aughter of Pterelaos, in love with AMP ]1 oz Dut also kills
father (as in (3a)). Amphitryon kills Pterela

Omaitho for her treachery.
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nt ofe
Notice first that the killing of Elektryon 0?1 agi;::r fathe”
errant cow is metaphoric of the killing of t h"- Oin each
on account of an errant daughter. Sccondl}’; ar must %%
there is a clash of loyalties, since the daug Ite the ?
the father in seeking to gain a hl{Sbﬂnd- n d rejects &
cases (Theseus, Minos) the potential hUS!)a“ radi ‘on'g
sinful daughter but in the third case the COT{S the out*
resolved by a duplication of roles. Pterelaos’ lene- ,AmP‘*"
of Elektryon, Komaitho is the double of Alkm ¢ Koma
tryon kills both the fathers but his killing ©
allows him to marry Alkmene.

. fu\
3c. Alkmene now becomes the prototype of the falththe
wife. Nevertheless she is faithless since she becom?ih 7e¥
mother of Herakles as the result of sexual union W1
who had impersonated her husband Amphitryon-

v

¥
These stories add up to a varigtion of Lévi-Strauss’ geﬂeég
isation as cited at p. 65. The hero who is left on ° §
(Theseus in the one case, Herakles in the other) is the %y

a human mother by a divine father 3 e
opposite of the autochthonous b nd theref

eings (lik ) who
are born of the earth without gs (like Kekrop:

ye
. v r . »
Léw-suat(\ssthformula still applies eference to women
of incest (“the rratin ! 1
vt (o e of Dot el and P
b}i';ixtm‘la rgaﬁo;:}', of exogamy ang feyq ons”) I et
?:the underrating:ft;‘?ich v the em(mt daughter—2
tial father-in-law by thga.; re]atiOnsn otc
on-in-law). !
STORY : Kadmos is gy Ampbion
s Kj a
then by Labdakos son‘i,sf' [t)hen by hr}g of Thebes, first bY
both become sacrificeg

ove €Xxcept that the “pTOPl. el
ting of blood relad
ery b “the overrat!” o
Otentia] —murder of the P
4. Antiope, Zethos qp, d
daughter’s son Penthe Cedeq 5
| 0rosls OWn son Polydoro%

h . ko
frenzy mistake them & 2ion entheys and Labd?

a 4 em for wildy'lS)OS\t eir women fO]k in

76. Sasts

tear them t0
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leces, Lai

L;‘;i"}ll(e next heir is an infant and the throne is
\ntiope, dau) h(t)s the mother's father’s brother of Labdakos.
¥kos, She beg er of Nykteus, is brother’s daughter to
Ishonoyreq comes pregnant by Zeus. Nykteus,
' » Commits suicide and the duty of punishing

Mope fo -

“Irke captﬁll: xg‘,sm falls on Lykos. Lykos and his wife
S given birth 1, imprison Antiope but not before she
Amuysigy o twins, Zethos (a warrior) and Amphion

N VENY .
.l_lke Oidipu)s‘)'vrhe‘s) asinfants are exposed on a mountain and
- over thejr m Cl;led by Shepherds. In due course the twins
and rej other and avenge themselves on Lykos and
gn jointly in Thebes.

Co"’MENT .

i . .
0% of the 1osrOry COmbines features from Story 3 with

;?OW)' The rbetter-known Oidipus stories (Nos. 6 and 7

S, The < Fol¢ of Amphitryon in 3(b) is tak b
SUicd z(b) is taken over by
father-in-] uicide of Nykteus is, in effect, a slaying of the

aw .
:2‘18 of Zeyg }Ey the son-in-law. Zethos and Amphion are
N of the Y 2 human mother, their opponent Lykos is
tiope < autochthonous Chthonios. In other respects

e
AntiEOne 1§S a sort of Antigone—Jokaste. Antiope, like
Ather's | imprisoned by her uncle, but where Lykos is

f
of nbrother of Antiope, Kreon is mother’s brother
gone. Amphion and Zethos resemble Oidipus

in th
at - - 3
ang seiz they are exposed on a mountain 1n childhood

g afe. the throne after killing the King. But they kill the
i ter discovering their true parentage; whereas Oidipus
les and Poly-

s .
> the King first. They also resemble Eteok
he throne, but

Q .

th:: €5 in that they are twins who both claim th
Y tule together in amity, one as a warrior one as 2

m:‘slclan, whereas the Argives both being warriors,

Ohe another. Like Oidipus, Amphion and Zethos are

Mmediators’ k: and the underworld 1n
tors’ between the Sty £ the line of Chthonios and

that : i is in
t Antiope 1s 1 P
heir mother P he succession principle is con-

their father is Zeus- S0 far ast 1
' e the opposites of the Spartol.
A Ze e P of a Chthonian

Ce hion an
med AmEY the autochthonous sons

The spartois are
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e the
man-monster—Kadmos; Amphion and Ze;llllistﬁz fnal
of a human mother by a sky-deity Zgus. oo whom heP
come is disaster. Amphion marries Niobe oni]it)’ an
many children, but Niobe boasts of herf the gods.
Wwhole family is destroyed by the wrath o

. _7ethos)
MORAL: Amity between brothers (Amphion g

. 10 (Eteok
ultimately no more frujtfy] than fratricide (
Po]yneikes) (below).

5. Theseus, Phaidrq and Hippolytos
STORY : Hippol
Queen of the A

tos wh

Ise, ,
e
COMMENT : This ig very close to bej inverse of J
Oidipus story below. Here the fathe:ij lt]];et}]:;vsoﬂ inst’e:dl
of the son killing the father, son g ¢ sleeP ‘d
the mother, though he i accuseq o ‘0es no oo mo hp
Phaidra—]okaste) commitg SUicida ; olng so, T. the sud%
viving father—son (Theseys.q; ip Oth cases; o
cases. It will be observeq that 11 05) Suffers remorse in 7 9

. 05
commit incest with his (Step.) me ailure of Hippoly t el
more negative oytc Other pp

. net
ome t}, aidra has an ° ¢
Wwith Jokaste. " th Ctual jncest of Oi

Notice further that ph,4 ais g
. e frotll::s a_re]now Yeverseq In Sten Ste; to kl'”ing
the fa erin-law because of the tr Of the son-in-law pte’
the father kils the sop beCause eachcry of the daug e
mother. °f the teachery of V' |

).
Ariadne (stol’)’ :

6. Laios, Chrysippos ang Jokagt,
STORY : During the reignﬂplm.
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S]‘n] : anis e $ .

in'veove With Pelopg Sr(l)t and is befriended by Pelops. He
n, Chrysippos, whom he teaches

acharj
:m:mes ] oka(;iépﬁitfr Teturning to the throne of Thebes
lichOP €Y that he avoids sleeping with her because of
o Lr Sulfs in the b’f Son will kill him. The conception
5 308 hs ot ¢ Irth of Oidipus follows a bout of lust
i 00 Whep o runk at religious feast. On the

Us s 5 « our, niCounters Oidipus ‘at the cross roads’
8 man driving a chariot’. '

H The
m .
imot}11305 and 0-3'ithu establishes an equivalence between
thiy er is matchfd S}»J and the incest between Oidipus and
son, Y homosexual incest between Laios

ORy.
hehe ' The Kin .
5 an)s(i he son 8(0(1{3;05) and the Queen (Jokaste) rule in
N e, €stakeq and EUS) is exposed on a mountain with
he S the king.f thought to be dead. He survives. The
¥Ya Cen’s rothg(; ather ‘at a crossroads’ and kills him.
an Onster (Sphi r (Kreon) acts as regent. Thebes is beset
o age ig off InX : female). The Queen’s hand in

st Y a ered to anyone who will get rid of the
lecq com?rf;:ls ering its riddle. Oidipus does so. The cen
" -aseq father suicide. The son assumes all aspects of the
Cide, s €r's role. On discovery, the Queen commits
acquir’e On-ng (Oidipus) blinds himself and becomes a seer
3 S Supernatural sight)-
Argiy . and Polyneikes)
STogy . es'(/'inUgone, Ekalzs Eteokles and polyneikes, who
e alsg Oidipus has two S;i):c' | are sons of Jokaste.

idi his }.mlf-bro‘thers teokles and Polyneikes are
5 Pus having abdlca;eohe alternately. Eteokles takes the
thfg Osed to hold tfk:lcsgs 1;0 give it up; Polyneikes is banished
ang ;]e(; g;s:nag:ln:; of heroes from Argos against Thebes.

e al
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The expedition fails. Eteokles and Polyneikes kill eachO’i"
Antigone, in defiance of Kreon, performs funeral {‘ifﬂsm’
Polyneikes. In punishment she is walled up aliveind
tomb where she commits suicide. Later the sons of % |

dead heroes lead another expedition against Thebes an
are triumphant.

. ol
FOMMEI.\!T: I:.éVI-Strauss» own treatment of stories Zvcn:"
N conjunction with story 1 has already been g
PP. 62-5.

corI; will be seen that if we proceed in this way thereal d
co €S any particular point at which we can 53Y s
drVe considered “all the variants” for almost 3 m)"
drawn from the genera] complex of classical Gre¢® £

ology turns out to b . 4 Othdi',;
P

OIDIPUS : son kills father apq be.
AGAMEMNON : paramour kijjjs f
from the son a
ODYSSEUS : father mer

: 8es wi i
be paramours. Odysseyg hav:]tg SOn and destroys the woV
MENELAOS : paramo : esc -

dth A p N ur (Pal‘]s) is d endants. . Jf”

and there is no heir (son) €stroyed by a third P
HIPPOLYTOS (Story z): inng

A e C i
paramour is kKilled by fatherent son false]y accused of pel? d
What emerges from sych,

is seen to be a combinatiop C™MPparj o

i 10N of yo) 211S0N js that each S
each is one of a set of Variationg el onal the n 3
about these relational themeg ; ang ¢ at tr'les. oy it
variations. IS the c What js sign! e

The ‘message’ contained in ¢ trast petween
€

tc}? Mes paramour
€r inviting vengean©

0] ene”
80 € set of stori€®
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The Structure of Myth

he ones
which
I have spelled out at some Jength and the

mes]haVe :

ii Ords:n:—tll?:on?d only by title—cannot readil
g“mlocutiOn. Br‘\;ﬂse there would be no need for suc
U8h: If Societ t, roughly, what it amounts to iS simple

v is to go on, daughters must be disloyal
eplace) their

elr
a‘h Parents
ers and sons must destroy (r

‘e n . -
¢ ontradiction.

S 2
llnpllcatliznfsal :::1 th;'t we hide from consciousness because
e :in Morality. %h irectly counter to the fundamentals ©
Yer Mply epics of ere are. no heroes in these stories; the
tin al"f’ays origin unay oidable human disaster- dis-
Eitg fails to fulfl T:-es i the circumstance that 2 human
Tauge kinsm; is or her proper obligations towards 2
torg) 1.0 Settin n and this, in part at 1east js what Lév:
2 -}mplic;m(% at when he insists that the undamental
ey ,,‘Vhich I ? Ef mythology is that “I'enfer, ’est nous:
Bu:l X (see p. 37"; e to mean “ise]f-interest 15
m "
’:am le isu‘slf again remind the reader
each imitating Lévi-Strauss' an
ccessary 1089

e then .
s the irresolvable unwelcome C

Yepe LA .
St}“s len y Lé\ﬂ-StrauSs original. It has been I
xpectg ofgath in Order to display the lthcme and var;ftol:;:l:r
) Vo ¢ ' ;
¢ ypic R sis, .
£ 1CtS the mp a_‘ LfEVI S'traussmn an )l/ i s a ) city
aterial is thin and 2 ic e n
otonous conce ation
" al misdemeanour

agi
lf begd:;:} }l:appenings andam
frigre issues of pomicide 319 mat
-s“ally auss’ own example® ese ¢ of some other
g, transformed into 2 languagcasc de of Fmany O
oo, CXample, in his Americ?? o parisons derive from
Raly St perceptive of Lévi
arallgéles between e-adnfoun in .
y Stos- are not e;asxl%'1 o CestrY of Ze;usl,lwlg)l_((:jj
Uveg Ties relating t© the licates © the Oidipus ™
Al gorn certain Y%
erve as a part?

h are them-
yth,
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Gaea, Earth, first produces Uranos, Hea"e“']:és with
spontaneous generation. Then Uranos copu of his 0%
mother. She bears the Titans. Uranos Je,alousther- Gaed
thrusts them back into the body of their mo ration 4™
unable to tolerate this statc of permanent ge; which B¢
the last of her sons Kronos with a sickle witto 2
castrates his father. The drops of blood fal ymphs:
and turn into the Furies, the Giants, and the dis

the castrated member itself falls to the sca agve. { or105t
transformed into Aphrodite the goddess O verthro¥™.
then rules and is in turn told that he will b¢ 0 abstai®™
his son, but where Laios tried to save himsel nos
from heterosexual intercourse (Story § abovef st as the!
indulges himself but swallows his children a5 a - ves
are born. When Zeus is born, the mother, Rhe¢d: 5,y
Kronos a phallic shaped stone instead of the n€¥ all
babe. Kronos then vomits up the stone along with
the children previously consumed.

¢

In this story, the ordinary act of sexual i"tacouh‘“
transposed. Where in ‘reality’ the male inserts * e ¥
into the female vagina and thereafter children 2 ser®
through the vagina, in the myth the female ”yd
phallus into the male mouth as a form of f°°d. ar efof'

gti!;)rt:}a children are born through the mouth 11 tin &
otrauss vics Crude nursery imagery no doubt, PUt .
“In th 1w this exemplifies 4 very general princP
ar:l i:vo];?eg ut:zge (pl;m) of myth vomit is the Corre ¢
: rm of coj g

relative and inverse topn. S 20d defecation 35 . e

rse ter .
(M.C.: 210). ™ to auditory commy”

i f
and by the tme he has fip;; . kcdu
this symbollsrn with modesl;}fmg) V;/(l_th it, he has lin e
fire, changes in the seasons, the m° Ing, methods © f),ouﬂ;
women, the dict of young mot ::stru;,] periodsoi 5('3”‘:
and Lord knows what else, bur oFS and elderly ?1% o

Iscover just
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hin
gisleoa\isnt(;_‘ anqther the reader must pursue some enquiries
€ Will be -ledaxlng started.at M ythologzqyes 11, Pp. 210-12
e but oy bTCk to various other Lévi-Straussian refer-
uctyr) Sty ; y to M)"thologxqu‘es I, p. 344 and ‘The
Nmey i We]ly of Myth from which we started out. The
essarily 1 worth while though the traveller will not
fit Y be all that the wiser when he comes to the end
An
0 di]teot:xn;.e say again that even among those who have
dlist tecl, emely rewarding to apply Lévi-Strauss’ Struc-
f case m Niques to th&.a detailed study of particular bodies
CKless s‘atenal, .there is widesPread scepticism about the
lig Zene V'eep. with which he himself is prepared to apply
eralisations, For example, consider the following :
"aims rega.rd to the riddle of the.Sphinx, Lévi-Strauss
iddle that it is in the nature of things that a mythical
iy should have no answer. It is also in‘the nature of
. 85 that a mother should not marry her own son. Oidipus
[intradicts nature by answering the riddle; he also contra-
S hature by marrying his mother.
Now if we define a mythical riddle as ‘a question which
Stulates that there is no answer’ then the converse would
'Q-‘.a“ answer for which there was no question’. In the
Ipus stories disaster ensues because Slomeone answers
" Unanswerable question; in another class of myths of

YOrlg s > 44 --acter ensues because someone
woud istribution disaster ; -
i) vide distrib uestion. LéVl-Strauss cites as

s able q

K him ¢ = n_aliy and the disasters of th? Fisher-
Kx},"‘f"w‘ﬂg‘;ﬁe quence of Gawain-Percival fajl-
A e e e S oy G

Th. s. abou Vcrbal jugghng VYI h gene-ra lsed .formUIa
iy _his kind 9f of Lévi-Strauss ypothesis-forming pro-
Cequpee DPICE) mettiods Aol ST 1S ahe truth; they
Qn]yrféalzlugnio a world whe 8S are possible and

n°thing sure.
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q
Lévi-Strauss’ lively but relatively brief study .
Sauvage (1962) is related to the massive but 12 19
elaborated volumes of Mythologiques (1964, 19 7t,holoﬂ)"
in much the same way as Freud's The Psycho-pd £ Dret?
Everyday Life is related to The Interpretation © st
In each case the shorter work endeavours to relaté rdiﬂzr‘.

¢
- 0
of the more formal academic study 0

ticulo®

,‘;f]r:ife"x g’;‘; fgvage Mind) is the work of scverdl ¢ 1
been describeq e approva]. of Lévi-Strauss himse]f, and tf
translator whq \Merican Critic as “‘execrable ji

X Was original c 22 the En8
Even with i rcpudited a commissoned by the Pl
title. The obvie y: La Per
sauvage would haye been g US translation of
ported by the go av

jon >
Mewhat hag: 8¢ Thought’, a versio? ©

La pens|

French edition whj disp]ayg dustjacket of the on%vi]di
pansics, purposely recaljjp, Shaka, 2D illustration O s

that's for thoughts”. The Ctual i PSAre’s “there 15 PY yratf
us back to I.eSP rie humai"\the hur he Savage Mind, we}
have seen, is ha}rd 10 rescye From an min d—whiCh',asPli'

cations of Hegels Geist or Durkheip,. '€ metaphysical lc?:ms-

Ollective Con$
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%, But
a Pensée sauvage is not really concerned

1th meta .
. £ung};r);5;cs at all, it is about logic.
w Lf'ny-Bruhlmal theme is that we are at
(and by derivation Sartre) in t

lere j
"C18 an historj
i Istorical ¢
ontrast between the 'pl‘e-logical'
Modern

of Primitj

ooro Primitive V;Zoax}d the ‘logical’ mentality of

et\veach to realit {Jhe are no more mystical in their

. veen a logic >}" an we are. The distinction rather is
which is constructed out of 0 served con-

At |
s n th
iffe ¢ sens e
\ence betwe:,:y qualities of concrete objects—e-8- 1€
raw and cooked, wet an dry, male and

the formal con

"Male_
s and a logj i
ogic which depends upon log X
— or lo

ts of ent:
gg. X. }:‘;‘;ely abstract entities—e-g-
‘t‘tlY. is USegt;e)i kind of logic, which eve
hoy ay of ta]kin y by highly specialised experts,
ng about the same kind of thing.

ght gj
f diff
3 ers from scientific thought much 2
. the fact

h .a acus di
e L our prelffers from mental arithmetic !
)robl € ourse} sent age, we are coming t0 depend o1 things
1p lemg of cves—such as computers—t help us With our
)epropl’iate ommunication and calculatio? makes .thl's.an
19P1e lik, Mmoment to examine the ¥ that primitive
-ﬁlly life EW'ISe are able to make sense Of the eVe' Gide
: efnselvesy reference to codes Comf osqma] o ecies
— . anl .
e an ind.SUC_h as the attribute® of NI this Sogic of
¢ Oncret }‘fathn of just ho ,Congso
afnhofos],' e’ is supposed to be 1 g]:fg“mem about categories
ques 11 which ti¢S in an rgument about €
x, i¢th an 2 es of container. In
vidence is 2

204, mod ;ara :
' es of food Pré
d P he eth uth American Indians

fault it we fol-

hinking that
men-

js a differ-

\\] .
Sical instruments W
th rion 2 .
Is part phic €
rticular examP e " ext O 1
¢ al co? ach the same permutations

3 Vi-Stra iptal 00
q?ld uss M3’ il ho]dfgmiliar with the genera] frame
Oted assumes 2% as P° Mythologiques 1

ich h%*

85

aw
n
bR from the cultura chat 2
ns d everywhere- The passage
Combinations ¥ ;
nations W e ar” jeveloped 10
discourse wh!
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. easpect®
and the carlicr parts of Mythologiques I1. One ° % ek’

A g rimeé !
may be illustrated by going back to m);xigg 10 the T
about traffic lights (p. 22 f.) and tl*nen"tuorf garmen ,f°:),
at p. 47. In the latter the “systems a5 ¥t

son just

furniture etc. can be subjected to per mutation) i

three colours. So too with types of sound. sages "mm;

With light signals we can convey _misﬂashes. Cha.n;'ﬁ
the frequency and duration of the lght B yinct®

.

asic -'IB
the colours and so on, but the most bas €

yith 6%
simply to turn the lights on and off. 50 t00 X music’

, tum the Jghts vith
most radical distinction is naked/ clothed, ¥ i
noise/silence. holod,

]
th0'% '}
Hence it emerges that in thc pages of nfgteratediﬁ‘l
certain basic oppositions are constantly bemgnly the pagtr
combined into patterns. These include not 9 ngle (P ol
dimensions -incorporated in the Culinary na an bercd’ \
31) and the schema of Fig. 5 (p. 72) but al§0 ce o
others, notably light/darkness, noise/sien™
clothed, sacred/profane. owhy " ‘0\
newcomer is bound to feel very puzzled 35 :1 be felt °y
3 seemingly random set of dichotomics shou} ai lshc
cohere together to form a single macro-sets an that t‘
measure of Lévi-Strageer < .evemcnt g t0?
iS able t0 estar, uss’ intellectual achi olding 4
this is so. Witl‘\sc};uil fairly convincing case for ue 1 Canvc“'-
least illustrate pagy Srciudging that larger 153 3

aVy,
known example ATt of such a total “system” fro® i) @,

3

al mythology thun er ( ctar
distillation of (fre;’}f)Zeus (sacred) whose drink 35 % sef»‘“;
to be generally trye tgwe"_s (Nature). Incidentally } " a0
primitive mythologies, at, in the i

whiny, D¢ language of anc¥® "
the cacophony of oyr mduslfh did not need to COlewa)'s
an attribute of the divine, I{:\ldagc— loud noises a¢ ]a“sl ,
jble should remember thay eanel;i who find this ’mgwgﬁ"
the end of everything, which jg ) Christian eschat® gt
will be announced by a trumpey Calt e (i?y of judgffxguite

* and that untl
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:fi?::t times church bells were much the loudest noise that
ary Individuals ever had to endure.
of tgz lzf);ne get back to my p'romised example of the Logic
b Crete. In Mythologiques 11 the themes qf }'10ney
toyrs dec? are seen as the _“penumbra of copkmg > (les
nd, in tha cuisine) and their contrasts are saxfi to corre-
the Cz;te € 10g1c_of' 'mythology, to contrasts “mtex:nal to
Soung VgOTY of noise” such as the opposition: continuous
Versyg melrsus discontinuous sound or modulated sound
0 the -modulated sound. The argument is that ob'Jects
Manipy] sensory charactf.nstlcs of things ‘out there’ are
incg ated by the brain, through the thought system
mat;Iéorat_ed In myth, just as if they were symbols in a
Matical equation. Here is my specimen quotation :

. When used as a ritual rattle (hochet) the calabash is an
Strument of sacred music, utilised in conjunction with

tobacco which the myths conceive under the form of °

(an jtem of) culture included within nature; but when
Used to hold water and food, the calabash is an instru-
Mment of profane cooking, a container destined to reccive
Natural products, and thus appropriate as an illustration
of the jnclusion of nature w.lthm culture. Apd it is the
same for the hollow tree which, as la drum, is an Instru-
Ment of music whose summoning role is primarily social,

. has to do with
. olding honey, 2 1th nature
?fn ?t ‘i,:hzlxcgu‘gs]:f:nh h honey being enclosed within

of fres AP .

LD .1 culture if it 1S @ question of hone

;;: nterior, a?:rr:z;}: within the trunk of a tree which i

o Rlow by maie C 510" TR e make

20 b (M.C.: 406770

1t into a trous < jlstified in believing that primitive

If Lévi-Strauss ¢hat then quite clearly the Frazer—Lévy-
People think like that primitive thought is characterised

ruhl-Sartre NOYY . .cs, superstition and so on is wholly

;1dishn€s> = &=, . D
Y naiveté, C,,;.Strauss primitives are just as sophisticated..

Misplaced.
87
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different sySt" ‘
S we are, it is simply that they use a
hotation.

, difficul

But is he justified? The sceptics havial;)?lic ‘V°"y.'l;e[nce‘
nding points for criticism. The. ethnog Jected his € His
Lévi-Straugs Mmay have unconsciously Sczer used 10 d;},scn
50 as to fit hig theory, very much as Fra se he ({ecesf
evidence illustrates his theory, but SuPpoent fall t0 leadf
other evidence might not the whole argur;:ad alrea >:jeal U
At this Stage in the demonstration, he e is a et
reference o 353 different myths, but ther d, 2%

(# P13

4 . ave us [hln."

other rather similar stuff which he might hs the sa exitv.!
2ve to take it on trust that it really all 52y JexT”
In actya) ¢

: comp e i
. an ult
) act, despite the convolutions put the £ s
think th; : tand up, his M
'S Particular case does sta h make tic-H
ice -oNe, is that Lévi-Strauss tries to systemd (gl
;nfiltlcs of manipylateq sensory objects t the symb°  mo®
alls 1o allow for the fact that whereas J—ix 38 e
Mathematiciq,g are emotionally neutral- pufl G
excitjp ; - imaginary _ e
th § than x Just because j is an im ht art gicﬁ
loe Concr_ete Symbols useq in primitive thoug Sycholo ;
zfgd With tabog valuations, Consequently pco fuseﬂsf'
icat 29h as eyagio and repression tend ttoL ST
Caleyyyg”, "Metries, Tjq does not mean tha h v
e S:‘e invalid, pye it may be muc oint A% e
1Y} Bocau 2© SUgEest, O 1o put the same P cons%
\ ][igg.“isﬁc thez(:. ¢ takes pjg cue from ,Jal CornP“]ang
\gu‘;‘gﬁgaus.s_‘t_en’ésa“d. the mechanics of digita in th i |
tive tho Citeg ' w0 im ly—as is clearly showD ™ ¢ pri
thay gouht i3\ 2 that the whole structt retest oy
binary, an br:'ry' Now Zthere js not the sligh raté wl -
i . i n S°°es have 5 tendency to °,pccan 0},73]
Imode] Oof the 7S a We]? °f situations—but it eC a“'fvr /
e 2 M, ?Y Tully satisfactory ™M° " .
' SO far, the Lévi_s"t"rgnch ';d wo certainly contaif © s
Hssian Schep,oCUr in digital com[P rake?
88 “Me of analysjs has no
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Words and Things

‘hlé Into account,
i“tfzg?xcsn(‘)' novices who tackle The Savage Mind as their
Patient on to the mind of 'Lévi-S.tr?uss \v\fﬂl, if they are
the ﬁrsé gftthan enormous brain nvxsgng enjoyment out of
9 fudge lght chapte'rs_. True, they will not be in a position
is mih“’] ether Lévi-Strauss is correct in claiming that
they wm°‘°8{¢ 1S a universal human characteristic, but
havioy Certainly l?egm to see some of tht’:lr own familiar
Xtengiy Tina new light. [ would comn}end in partncr.llar the
Names eh_dlscussmr_l of our conventions concerning the
¢ 3pterw iIch we give to animals which forms part of a
Poin entl.tled “The Individual as a Species”. The basic
€re is that, with us, dogs, as pets, are a part of
Whr:;n society but not quite human and this is expressed
Neay we give the.m names which are like human names but
(o Y always slightly different from real human names
. 50 Lévi-Strauss insists). On the other hand when we
Slve hicknames to birds—e.g. Jenny Wren, Tom Tit, Jack
AW, Robin Redbreast—they are normal human names.
The difference is that the ‘non-human’ names of pet dogs
¢ names of individuals, whereas the ‘human’ names of
birds ,re applied indiscriminately to any member of a
This is the distlnCtlon.between metonymic
c modes of symbolic association which
8-52). Lévi-Strauss’ comment is

“hole species.
) metamorphi
Vas discussed above (pp- 4
follows
e . istian names in accordance
Birds are given human chrs belong more easily than

With the species to which they they can be per.

. becausc
are other zoological dasiﬁf the very reason that they
ged, oviparous

mi resemble men .
ar, e ;(')f[crcnt. They are feathered,fW:: F enan o

¢ so di 1so physically separated fro y
and they area in which it is their privilege to m‘})]‘fcl-] As
by the element 1o " they form a community which is
a result of tl:;: our own but, precisely because of this

independent 89




Lévi-Strauss

v homo¥
. ociety»
independence, appears to us like a'ngthli)rvi free on}{ f‘:{‘t
gous to that in which we live: birds jive a fam! )ociz‘
build themselves homes in whxcho?tfz engage i1 ds i
and nurture their young; ther their species ™
relations with other members 0 . s T

an
: stic mé
communicate with them by acou
articulated language.”

ke¥
. . jres t0 ma’c K
“Consequently everything objective C-ogis%uma“ 5 le:gl!
think of the bird world as a metaphoric on anothe’ jiKlo®
+is it not after all literally parallel to it ogy an foesen“
‘There are countless examples in n}ythO de of rep”
'to indicate the frequency of this moO
-ation.”

. casé “ ;35
“The position is exactly the reversc 1n tg:nt 500%5@"
Not only do they not form an indePe“huma_n 51 4 10
‘domestic’ animals they are part of ve shodl® g
although with g low a place in it that ¥ sht
dream of . ,

. 3‘
esi ; way @ )
i - designating them in the same
Ngs.... O

a SFd
n the contrary, we allot ,th-zl::e’ (the lthc\
SeTies: ‘Azor’, ‘Medor' ‘Sultan’, ‘Fido’, D!
of these is of ’ X
first ing

cin
A e DUt “pest
- Ot course a human christian n:::;ﬂy all ‘hmcS\
are like srage - OPCeiVed as mythological) Lto the™
people b: 8¢ Names, forming a series paralle ords, "o
Phorical o 1! Ordinary life or, in other W abe g
(e Nameg, gonseqUQntly when the relatio e.ved b
metaphorie 1, mal) species is socially CONC syt
of naming :ai:ehe relation etween the reSPecnven W
the relatiop bet:v:: 2 Metonymjca] characte! 2
the system of p, - SPecies j

i
i Cies is conceived as meto racter
(SM.: 204, 205), ASsumeg a metaphoncal c ‘
The catch of Course, as vill
immediately l‘eCOgniSe, -

3
an . . an ‘;
is thzt E}? t~lOVmg Englishm ncfa

ese broad French £°
90
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Words and Things

.| Batj
, Dov:rngs do not holq up as soon as we cross the Straits of
With thOSegorfe al many English dogs have names identical
Straugg then our human friends! Be that as it may, Lévi-
byt the £0€s on to make further learned generalisations
Names which French farmers give to their cows:

“No
Serie‘: f:}::nngrnes. given to cattle belong to a different
tive ¢ery, lrds. or dogs’. They are generally descrip-
be&ringos referring to the colour of their coats, their
. oucs rttemperament: ‘Rustaud’, ‘Russeti, ‘Blanchette’,
Ut the edt.:. these names have a metaphorical character
e o ig’h iffer frc_>m the names given to dqgs in t.hat they
the lal:t ets coming from the syntagmatic chain while
" €r come from the paradigmatic series; the former
Stend to derive from speech, the latter from language”

B 206).

Ke . :
fe again, the Englishman is out of line though we do
Lét{er when it comes to racehorses! The trouble is that
Vi-Strauss always wants to force his evidence into moulds

Yhich are completely symmetrical :

“If therefore birds are metaghorical human beings and
| Yogs metonymical human beings, cattle may be thought
' ©f ag metonymical inhuman beings and racehorses as
Metaphorical inhuman beings- Cattle afle Coml’g"fous only

or want of similarity, racehorses snmtleal; rci,:syo f;};wil;:t

of contiguity. Each of these twotﬁir cgategories v:hiclf
Converse image of one of the two Of inverted sym'metry"
themselves stand in the relation Ol 1

(SM.: 207).
i i doesn't really fit?
i he English evxd.encg .
Wgﬁtn;unl:g?tsé? gthtc Engligh are an illogical lot of barbarians
" Done i e Mind taken as a
§ i tand me. The Savage M en 2

W}E’?n't r:xisgxx:(ti;ﬁcing book. The exploration of y
e is

TR G
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. different
We (the Primitives and the Civilised alike) us;:znd of the ™
of language for purposes of classnﬁCa'nlo?c'unural)SPJC:.‘
at the categories which relate to socia relate to M
interwovep with the categories \"vthh ing ideas. But"f
SPace is packed with immensely sum ulanhﬁn, for examf
should not always believe what is said! W claims
in the context outlined above, Lévi-Strauss

that *
4o have bect-
. 0
11aMes of racehorses haye the quality they
Tacehorseg

. “‘
“ jety either as sl.lb]ecff‘
do not form, part of human society e desocialisel o
objects. Rather, they constitute t,he . ehat w ich
ition of existence of 5 private society; t 206)-
off Tace-courgeg or frequents them” (SM.: ¢ of 0!
U
The trajn of thought js fascinating, but what s?‘fen ot
IS involyeq €N if we grant that the names g?ng"is ed'i'
oSS form 5 claes Which can be readily disti e of %
this J“Xtaposition of the type of name and the t’%/lfe qucsual
52252’“ thing more than a debating trick? swered laﬁ
ot su::_bg asked, hether it can be fairly ansWe .

en
ider the evl
think ¢ | ta l:?;?silifneeds to consider o
1 Wh will
arly wp

; i ce—moOre Paraﬂ
en he OUubtlegg Puzzle the novice- how Of o
Lévi.gy COomes tq M}'thologiques I! 15 11 in the "
UPon his pagic oppositions ¢ an O
I occur to anyone that nt ﬂhJ
a2k and bojleq cabbagek‘?'::g or &7
i tObaceg Foteristic of human thinking ©
Significance asagso (of 4y things) might come t0 1; ga
ghty 7y Mamen,,) ich oppos% us
starts at thq ., The ans as that whic p.serat®
- wh is it the Othey eng P"l"el’. | think, jis that Lév! it
sther):usc:lves 25 men, Who a?- first 3sks himsclf : how 5 0%
;/'subsist theas Other thay, ﬁla Part of Nature, manage et ft
5Nature'7 He thmust Constaaturc Cven though, in or v ith
. o Obseh’es u Maintain relations W
" Simpyy ain r 08

92
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Words and Things

ratl}er than ethnography, that ever since the most remote’
antiquity men have employed fire to transform their food
. M a natural raw state to an artificial cooked state. Why
S this? Men do not have to cook their food, they do so
O symbolic reasons to show that they are men and not

5ts. So fire and cooking are basic symbols by which
Culture js distinguished from Nature. But what about the
oney and tobacco? In the case of cooked food the fire
erves to convert the inedible natural product into an
edible cyltural product; in the case of honey the fire is
Used only to drive away the bees, that is, to separate the
fOod, which can be eaten raw, from its natural surroundings;
In the case of tobacco it is the conversion of the food by
fire into a non-substance—smoke—which mgkes it a food.
$0 here already we have a set of counters of.dxﬁ’erent shapes
and sizes each with a front and a back which can be fitted
together into patterns and which.could be used 1t(o ref)resept
the exchanges and transformations which tadelf or the

Uman relations as when a boy becomes an @ uch' F e
Sister of A becomes thehwife_o‘t; Bl;lglg:esg:;iec S;ropo; ?t’l}(’::
it g syvqs . .S mind,
tr\z::kn?;tﬁgﬁ]gb;llitslisoLnCerlncd to make sc;a]t;:me"ts about the

. nd Nature and between man and

Telations between Man a his evidence and the pieces of
Man, Lévi-Strauss looks at hé r

the puzzle begin to ﬁ_t toget ilfar the whole business at first

Because the game 15 unfam

ne B there must be a catch in it some-
seems very asmehmg};an d, if Lévi-Strauss’ basic assump-

Where, On the other dly be otherwise! And even if
Y <1+t could hardly . . .
Ufbns were valid it € Jlly has to be repudiated in certain
is argument eventuust accept certain fundamental parts
details, we simply (’,"c that the individual has about the
of jt. Any,_k"‘-’?"'gefi ved from structured messages which
external world iS 1 the SEnSes - - - patterned sound through
are recejved thfoug light through th-c eyes, patterned smell
the ears, Ba‘»-er?f and so on. But since we are aware of a
A ose, and s0 9

t the N&>=>
hrough th 03
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LéviStrayss

it

rld plus 2 %5
single total experience ... not a sound g:gause the Coﬁg
world plus a smell world . . . it must be can be made .
of the various Sensory signal systems mell and taste
Sistent—so that hearing and sight and s

.

g e messags:

" touch etc, seem all to be giving the ;Ztsnof breaking *
problem then Is simply to devise a me

code. Lévyj

eh
g oblem; e
VIStrauss thinks he has SOIV(?d th;)sel;rstonished i
those who have doubts can hardly fail to jffere”
the ingenuity of the exercise. ind is of a di s
he ninth Chapter of The Savage Min de some € pedt
ind from the rest and | have already ma ore than rearﬂ‘
about it ¢ PP. 14~15. Here 1 will do no M js that tion
that whae Lévi-Strayss seems to be say. mgthe disnnchid'
altacheg Mmuch tgg Much importance to] events * yth
tween histbryRas a record of actua e—and n;i"

4 in 2 recorded historical sequenc

Wwhich Sim ly

a

edr . al

. occurT C

€POrts that certain events chronolog]din.

a drea R out Special emphag]s on . -
Sequence. Histo

ons -~
matl uc
A 'Y records structural transfor o
.chromcally o

record, nts:
¢ centuries; ethnography €

a trélnsfm-rn ;

In either

ti
con™ . he
Ahong SYnchronically across thteo recor ied
POssib] Case the Scientist, as observer, is able thte Ja e
SySteme ides 2HONS ang Combinations of an ility © ¢ n
diachm,?if deas Chaviours, The intelligibi tha’
the i“telﬁ 'tl];?r'lsforma lons js ne greater and no tions- B]ﬁ
iml)licat:iogl ’}111 the SYnchronic transforma” % e
to apply’ 1 Only Way to Mmake sense of hlstc;z,:h évi
iting ;"Cthod of myth analysis W
in hjg Y

o

tholog)al

*Udy of American my appe?

o Professiony 'aigriment Sould pogsiply, have any rypit 4

hot for me ¢q say. Cer‘:n§ or Philosophers of histo ck
of conventiong) a Anly ;

century hag

tré

i ten 2
id lig Opoig. . €S far of the bea al
Paid liry, at[t)glo-gy Which for nearly b

Or to speculatjye intey Y

hy
i ;JosoP
i R eithey t nd philos
So let us go back tol;?ntae“:ns Of ¢}, -C 8rand p

Onyey.. € Nature of history
\ ennoflal anthropology'
94
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The Elementary Structures of Kinship

An,

'n(sihfg :hte};St ngﬁ come to Lévi-Strauss’ contributions to
teaders ). y. This is Fechmcal anthropological §tuff and
Ming theirod'pref?r a dle_t of soufflé to suet pudding must
Mosg] digestion. This part of Lévi-Strauss’ work was

Y published before 1949.

sty ya\l'e lgnorf:d the chronology because, in this area of
tion ('s am quite out of sympathy with Lévi-Strauss’ posi-
the €e p. 10), but I must now try to explain just what
N . Tfgument is all about. One long established anthropo-
Mglcal tradition, which goes back to the publication of
Horgan's Systems of Consanguinity and Affinity of the
thu;mm Family (1871), is to attach especial importance to
€ way words are used to classify genealogically related
Indiviquals. Although there are thousands of different
humap languages, all kin term sy stems belong to one or
Other of about half a dozen ‘types’- How should we explain
this? | gyi-Strauss does not follow Morgan at all closely but

. t any particular syst
e ag e might expect, th% " ystem
sumes, as we mig gm of the “system” of all possible

of kin is a synta ; ini
Systc:mstez‘::rf‘.S p. 48)?“:"”‘3}‘ is, 1n nllm e 3f pt;egtlxl;)t:tii oy
Wiversal human psychology- THS o0 e 1 unsbury and
Sstent with the ‘formal ethnogrzget)f,ler 1966 : 75?’) ?J?lt
Otherg 11 the United States (see SERelten 20 78 o o

; ble with the posl ritish

]s . . ati
quite incomp: Sts.
fUn Ctionalist anthropc’logl argue that the different major

er will :

If pressed, latsttcm are a response to d{[ferent patterns

types of kin term™ é{) " rather than to any universal attribute
<2

of social organ®®. 4
Of the human mln
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. words:
. h]p wo
) . t for kins . of
All the same, despite their contemp
. on
i og in situad
] . beings 10 are
pologists are usually observing human .
i
andards, very bad. Most of
under study s in su ot
n which they were born and e
1l always recog™™” g
~iean that the people concerned will a
m likely" . e
anthropologist’s experience is that this is very de
Understooq. Vhen Pan‘
videly Y
S O sets of data are often SO Wi wi h ¥
that j¢ i convenient to discuss kinship ¢
som bac i]d
¢ With biology—it must trace d
hro
is
Pologist i have 54 hl;f'
a kj S- In the firg place as I hay t
Ncle, 5\, Nship peo
Signifie N etc.—to sort out the

the stu Y
. N . tance to
the functionalists attach great 111113;?’&"r abou
kinship behaviour. There is no mystery on %
jcatio®
ISuz communE- . - dud
Where the facilities for transport and d"’i1 o
m .
Y modern st - ithin a few "
pend their whole lives within 2 f€¥ T
the locality j in. This ¢
. : n. on
Stances most neighbours are biological Ki ‘
c ¢
;. vitably atta th
another as kin or that they must inevitab ():],o 50, and
value to ties of Kinship, but they may
. tsl
hat t lies OU= 4 e
¢ 8eneral background of kinship theo';); which © usth‘f
Scope of this bk but there is one key poi ut kinshiP jcd
anthropologists talk "bg not biol%
are concerne with social behaviours an discret
acts anq thfe tw jthout *
Often w {4
Teference to bj action . yay
, an i
labelleg N lology, All the same, y]qst analys o the
eny Nship be aviour’ must in the I¢ t
oue 1
self-ey; ' lin » +0 her own thef
Tothey, 2t @ Mother is ‘related’ to same M°
are relageq to oer and sisters (siblings) of the
Most ki o -one another, field ant
I o was Present themselves to the d
mfon‘nan Use Wa In ke in
mofhex:, Uncle, tQl‘rm'no]ogy—words‘ i 1865
tll:ell' Y\]Cinity into .t’ Cousj ¢ Cmergh
that ¢ €re are y ant d] 1 iC
are ConSideredan°us Sots of fep, UPS; but secondly
between an

v
s itudes W g
Ccialyy, haviours and attitude’, te
. two a
particular w,

N . . Qpl'1 o
"diviguoPTOPriate or inappr dit’ |
. —e.p ; ual late ¢f
speak in the p, so rxgée‘t May, b: deemed to be re evel |
be a good thj

N 1 n ld'
it of his . 521d that 2 man shou oV |
n 15 LA itw :
&1 he We:::o: €rin-law or that 1;0 fal¥ |
96 o Marry 5 girl w



The Elementary Structures of Kinship

iﬂ(O . . v
daug]::l: Same kin term class as his mother’s brother’s
r.

Nlifp‘lzel?r? rying to understand the day to day behaviour of
e VIng in close face-to-face relationship, facts such
te e are clearly qf great significance and a good fleal pf
veriy ar}thropologlst's research time is taken up with dis-
ftem % fl“St how these two frames of reference—the
Uity deg Verba.l Categories and the system of behz'uwoura]
Dthr l\al_’e Interconnected. But for the chair-borne
] enig: Ogist, whether he be an inex;?erienced stl-ldent or
Rite g PTOfe§Sor, the data of kinship offer delights of
~ 2nother kind,

Dy ;ts original context a kinship tcrrpinology is ]:ust a
wh: o 2 Spoken language; there is nothing very particular
molch Separates kinship words frorrg other »yords—indeed
twst klnship words have non-kinship meanings. Here are
o examples: If you address someone as ‘Father O’'Brien’
'S probably believe that he is both celibate and childless,
l the English East Angljan dialect the-word‘ ‘mother’ used
"Mean an ‘unmarried girl’! Howev.er,_ if we ignore context,
W rely exclusively on orthodox dxcnbonary definitions the
Ords of any kinship vocabulary can be treated as a closed
t~the elgments of an algebraic matrix which refers
‘lusively to genealogical connections. Once the words

way the investigator is tempted

ve isolated in this . :
0 b'elli)::.‘sre1 ;;c:: this set of terms 15 .log:lczillr)l'ilcoherem, and
that otk ts of terms, derived 1D arabl al‘hway from
“ther | heuages, must have 3 Compinol ¢ coherence. In
thig anguageS,l sis of kinship terningrogies becomes an
Wway the analy :ch the original facts on the ground are
d in jtself, to Whi esome and perhaps misleading irrele.
tlateq only as 2 ar
ange, apers, Lévi-Strauss displayed a healthy
In his earlier P Pis sort of thing but as his own fielq
epticism AP o further into the background he has
Xperience '€ ;1 4 more obsessed with his search for uni-

lJecome more
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Lévi-Strayss reasingly (0
. inc 3

Versals applicable to al] hun_mmt};i 222 In a recen r

temptuous of the ethnographic evide i

o
analysis
he hag remarked, with regard to the )
terminologies, that:

£ kinsh

(hes

d that it

ave rove . \\'hl )

“F.G. Lounsbury and 1. R. Buchler h?cal};)erfect’og s
Nomenclatyres manifest a kind of logi :

‘ stud)i
" ) jentific e U
makes them authentic objects of sc

to eXP
approach hgag also permitted Lounsbury Iwes
uUnreliability of g

a
ome of the documentary m;::gonin 4
accustomeqd to handling without ever 4 )
value” (FK.sS, 1965 : 13). N g
My disagreement here is basic. Lévi-Str

m

W

has i}

is)

olog) )

ial anthroP’’

€Where that pe considers that Soc.lal ? that 1 Cmesz

fanch of Smiology™ which would 1mPtZre of the atd

Oncern g With the interna] logical struc | subjec oct

mgL“VSCTLS,Q Symbols. But for me the retahe actu ] ot

Social apy ropol S remains

behaviour of Pology alway

sy O, (
: lp ]fl
kinshiP
1 Uman beings. Whether or not ]
Clatureg Can be |

S ‘C‘ |
. o atl
: bjects m h
" €garded as “authentic 0 stemb i
:ig;a:l::h oeheaDS a matter for debate, but mOst €™hg
used t oglcal

ca W
ms dot

0 de Analysis of these term sySt‘; ody of
Mmep m';etrm.ln(? whether any parDCu]aI‘ ,mﬂir'
Anyway d:?a»l 1S or iS not “Teliab]e"- é .-Strauss erﬂfj
COl‘ltributio.n plte.t €se later tendencies, Levt 0 c ch:
With the e 1 kin ip th ot been ne S5
ivialie P theory has n - the 5
[ure of Conyen ties o in term logic but wit ork ¥ rt
1 Hong) les of marriage. This v:j/et Zlilst;:gl
[ .TOpo ogij h its Iy i
i Straugs e kg ogbifs then t}LOlégrc.—-namelz)glcﬁ.
Je€Ctiong as be hchc 4is

t

‘s [

1
f funcy; olog) en
of Kingr. ; “ncnonal anthrop ert
ntary family.sﬁpcll):;l avjour with a refoth 1(5‘
1lq ;

1€ »nAlaa.d ¢n

t
Ome gq fascinated by
v oY Sterc, q ¢

Cm mg - . tha
he Orthodoplnca‘.f:_xcm_ € is describing
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The Elementary Structures of Kinship

ents by ties of filiation and to its brothers and sisters by

:ﬁ\%ficslibl‘(ii“gs}}ip. These links provide the basic bricks out
epen nship systems are built up. Other discriminations
noth on whether or not either parent ha.s chlldre.n by
w ¥ SPOUse, whether or not affinal kinship (established
AMage) is or is not treated as the same as kinship
‘f°\vn";92‘2im°'; and siblingship, and so on (Radcliffe-
M t51).
hee:;‘ssttra%S puts the emphasis else:where. Admittedly, in
togn; majority of societi_es, a child needs to have two
egin-mlsed Parents before.lt can be acceptt?d as a fully
hilg ate member of society, but the legitimacy of the
they €pends upon the relationship between the parents
than the relationship between the parents and
¢ child, 5o Lévi-Strauss would claim that the conventional
Alysis starts at the wrong place. ‘
. ‘e average young adult is a member of a group of sib-
'ngs (A) and, as a consequence of marriage, will be brought
M0 3 new (affinal) kind of relationship with another group
i Siblings (B). (See Fig. 6.) The relationship of siblingship
the relationship of affinity are thus structurally con-
Btedas: + [/ —-Asa result of the rt“h?rrlage, a third group
o Siblings (C) will be generated and ‘S};‘ewhgr oup will be
Hated to cach of the previous &2 ‘é?féurlﬁtaﬁfes“ﬁf 11hbe
tlated will depend on 2 ;’sa:rﬁ?rf the systom 1o o L :, na:
iﬁztﬁar‘d:zgesz thelist;ct::'gepat'r.iIineaI (g;";:()am%re matrilineal
(C\>B h {he relationsh,ps bethe “the rs.of A’ and
e )¢ enC must in some sensef B and ‘;IPPOSIte of’ the
reI:tl'bershc-,f petween members oL b dnd the members of
C lonships

1ysis of this supcr_ﬁcially.simple situation

A complete and ideration of a wide variety of ‘types’ of

Would require con prother/brother, brother/sister, hus.

*elationship: gtﬁéf /son. father/daughter, mother /son,

and Wige’ughter' mother’s brother/sister’s son, mother’s
Mother/d?
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Lévi-Strauss

. »s son, mother's brother/sister's hte:
ister/ sjsr:"ster/sister’s daughter, fathe{"s sister/%ithtﬁ
s brother/br other’s son, father's sister /brothe’*
father’s br other/brother’s daughter—anq alrexd’

tations and combination are enormots

i
2 hu sban
sister Z. " father/so

¢ us represent the alterngye;
betW cher- L€ (X) by the worgg 2uves offereq by t¥

e © jtion i
the “opP9o7.. (—), and the altemagjye; oUUality” (4) o
P a_tl b)’ the words “famﬂi 1 nered by th lld
ss€P . jorn can draw up a o -

si we €@ Matrix of and regpect

>pP°rhen? that discussed at p, POSSi k.. .
=) Tcir‘;‘i 2tands 5,5 Thus 3 iDilities of i

for ‘‘mutuaj; /
arr rﬂg s

for “‘familiay;. / SCParg s 18. jn |

tands lanty/ Atiop 7 + /-0
IeSpe > b 1

c’? ut +/.— i
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X Kinship
Y

val brott
u - 1er / -hust Y
1.’) sister wi);;nd/ father/:mpB
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Lévi-Strauss

hus
o that of
action by which a brother changes his ldedt:'

band, on empirical rather than logical grounc>:

o Ut
. exchang
“In human society it is the men who

women, and not vice versa” (S.A.: 47)- pighy
. eem |
To the non-anthropologist all this must *

{
._ction
. - - the direC
artificial but for Lévi-Strauss it is a step in ™% _° roble?
: reakish custo™ L eptt
making the study of apparently freakl

g ! ; . H entl)I' W
for scientific investigation : or, to put 1t differ dive®

sents the establishment of a generalisation
particulars.

1 fa®
jrical *
In the history of anthropology tb? eer;\rfiy ‘extbot?*c
emerged the other way round. Lowics xampl€ o?mi“'
(Lowie, 1920: 78) gives a long series of ch‘,,t in iscr‘her'ﬁ
‘avunculate’, a term which he applies SOMe vki‘ng amot i
att\y 10 almost any Special relationshlp hn. re ﬂijﬂ
brother with his sister's son. That such §pea?’l< ibut e
existed in apparently random worldwide l‘)’ 520
been known to ethnographers for nearly IOoto el
most diverse explanations have been offered m o Lt
S;xiﬁ customs. Some of these explanations fiiilcliﬁe‘B O
Igsz\ylé\;‘??tlcular sets of local facts (¢-8-

Good ) b 1 parent merit O\VhiCh‘
Straueer - 13 Goody, 1959), but the ap heotY .i:qed
shgx\:ls; aag) ‘;maCh is that he offers a gener al 1o nili®
descent.

) of
Ply wherever there is any ideolo8y
Unfo CRUagc
seen fr;tn‘\l t;:e;tely We must at once draw a caveal: ::( 0si®
examples to g\\lzs]{r ViStrauss originally offer® Onsidefs.
possibility of pe ate his thesis but he never ¢ nis 195 s
schema. Moveq 8ative cases which do not fit rcsumh
that unilineal d::é;nt:]c argument, as presented.} Ii)swho\s’,;
sy » < ich i
‘f“““‘fe‘-ﬁ“d: becayge i‘g:tems are universal, whic | andi’
ourish : Untrue, Lévj-Strauss’ find
“the avunculay ““ationsh- fofm'
ip,

. 1
in i enerd
102 ts most 8



The Elementary Structures of Kinship

is nothi ici
o l:;)thmg but a corrollary, now covert, now explicit,
€ universality of the incest taboo” (S.A.: 51).

See"(l)s to be reduced to nonsense.

! S:‘r’szg that’ may be, Lévi-Strauss’ major kinship treatise,
D enopprs re]s élémentaires de la parente is no more tha.n
Eenera] pr usly glaboratgd and convoluted version of this
efects PL0p951t10n and it suffers t})roughout from the same
anegedi ogical arguments are ‘IIIusfrated by means of
tion wh};tapprgpna-tc ethnographl_c e\fldence, but no atten-
10 abyy ever is paid to the negative instances which seem

und.
ofThe l?ig book starts off with a very old-fashioned review

‘the incest problem’ which brushes aside the substantijal
idence that there have been numerous historical societies
In which ‘normal’ incest taboos did not prevail. This allows
L&vi-Strauss to follow Freud in declaring that the incest
taboo is the corner-stone f’f human society. His own explan-
ation of this allegedly urpvers.al patural law depends upon a
theory of social Darwinism similar to that favoured by the
Eng]ish 19th-century anthropologist Edward :I'ylor, The

atter maintained that, in tl}e' course of evolution, human

Societies had the choice of giving their womenfolk away to

ac . of keeping their womenfolk to
Create political alliances of 2 by their numerically

themselves and getting killed off ir numerically
Superior enemies. In such circum§tapces,nrf1ordng slection
Would operate in favour of societies hee orcing ules of
®ogamy which Tylor equat'cd. with t O
incest taboo. So also does Lévi-Strauss.
menta‘—y . |
incti i and exogamy - - - 15 really
onty disnn'(:t'l?'rt:l\];zt“:,:te\:cgf ii; and magfriage, and while
only the difie knows the difference many anthmp()\(k
every teenager onfused . . ."” (Fox, 1967 : 54).

. c
sts et them . .
gists & all human societies of which we have

. thnt in
The ct 15 )
fa 103




Lévi.§, trauss

jons
. ing sex relal}"e
detailed knowledge the conventions gosvegz,ergning m"’;;if,
are quite different from the convefrtloh" feginning the
S0 there is no case for saying thatin t cr o0l
Must have been derived from the for ?tfq;:ss goes O ol
Once past this initial hurdle Lévi- m; of exc a"gniasf
Cuss the logica] Possibilities of syste d forms of ™
then to consider certain rather Specfah]s ; ossibilities: uch i
regulation as examples of these logica Cf';l is pretty I::vic\“
he argument about exchange, as su and wit ptio®
line With Mayss’ Essai sur le don (19,24) The Conv-ens {
of the Britjsh functionalists (e.g. Flrt[l)jc))}ic expfe‘s?l‘;s
of gift~giving are interpreted as sym Kk of relati ot
SOmething Mmore abstract, the networ ciety in 4 ¢ fors
Which [ink ‘ogether members of the ;?3 consequ.ento )
€ 8iving o Women jn marriage and t

v/

R : 3 that a0 JaV
Ing of 5 SPecial form of artificial kinship— rsint

i
. rothe n\-’Crs
. '€ Creatiop, of the relationship between 0'; int ecﬁmbitﬂ
'S Seen ag g Ply a specia] case, an extensi

dlrection

re :ht
. food 2% e
- of the Process whereby glfts Ofexprcss the‘t}' I
Change ©On ceremonial occasions to and a n;] o
:l?d Obligatio, S o eXisting ties of kinship : ift exc r‘ thr
e )argton of Barthcs' semiology (p. 47 )'gegco e f‘; on
. oS a "SYStem", a general langua en' ¥ .
:;(sl‘)t?ssm;., o TelationshipS.g ‘Exchange of W(;g:, les ot:a
t"‘annv:; wnh].n. that “system”, ‘Exchange of va.ne seqUe 1
of exdg:en 'S anothe, Such system, The routi Pafﬂcudh
maltiage & Vhich accyp in the context Oi azm o
em. P Articulay Society js a syn is

de 15
Same , e "}ethodol ing the code Z
The rnsart:;at Which 98y for breaking p

. Cha e(
: i rlier eal
i Be gy, 135 beay described in €a e of
1 l?arad’g"‘a“c {rtem ! different societies ar m
Ogica) Strucy,,- ansgy ;
Marri, e

. com I

UCtyrg °ns of an underlying eg?"

ge (l.e. the HOwerr' LéVi-Str:uss does nOt r ﬂ‘

¢ 2lterna, XChay e o between me" ;

Mary, He cla'e SYstery of Women be maﬂY’en

. ™5 thay bec, . XChange among worl
To4 Cause, jp, the case of



The Elementary Structures of Kinship

the relatianchs
stiturtz?t;)onsglp symbolised by the exchange is.also con-
Symbo) ar)(,: the thing exchanged, the relationship and its
it marrig one and the same, and the giving of women
Ormg ofge must be considered the most elementary of all
fin CVolun'eXChange' It must be deemed to have p.recedcd
e relati On)'the ex.chzfng.e of goods, where the sign and
As i tCll'lnshlp that is signified are distinct.
é"i~5tra ,th? case of the ez}rller avupculate argument,
iStOrteduls)s discussion of marriage rules in S.E.P. (1949) was
Mimiy y }}15 erroneous belief that the great majority of
Now 1, € societies have systems of .umlmeal descent. By
ere e haS'Come to realise that this was a mistake, and
tst 213 an interesting contrast between pp. 135-6 of the
att edition and pp. 1234 of its 1967 successor. In the
er he weakly concludes:

L

‘Nevertheless since this book is limited to a consideration
of elementary structures, we consider it is justifiable to
leave provisionally on one side examples which relate to

undifferentiated filiation”(!)

Ingj ime goes on, it becomes increasingly diffi-
c“ltdtegtla::}é’érﬁ; 4 jugst what LéVi'Stractllss really means by
‘Slementary structures’- The reader needs to appreciate that
the great majority of what a7 usu?) ytﬁ?el;szmiﬁga]t:h -
ltra primitive’ societies (€8 Congo 'Y an

of unilineal descent.
Bushmen) do not have syst;(r;z o -Strauss’ Nt et

However, let me try € form of Fig. 6 (above
1 . . an elaborated o .
€t us C.onSld:Cl' Fig. 8 as‘lineal descent groups are represented
P- 100) in which two uni - 1, A2, Az on the one

ibli irs:
3s three generations of sibling P2 . us suppose that AT
g Bz on the other. Le he A1 male is

and and BT, B2, - . because t
g either

and By are allied bY mamage;’ice versa, O because both of

male Of in the jargon of

hen,
ssificatory first cross-

105

Married to the B1 f€ T
these max(')riages ave tgkgn El:::.cla
anthropology., the B2 sibling
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Lineagé B
Lineage A

| |
) A1 A X ‘ B

! i B2 ‘
® . A ©

l 1 )
. Az A

3
«\

Fig. 8

s
iplings A%
%ous‘ms of the A2 siblings, while the B3 siblings /- ciyd

+ngs. jaf
catory second cross-cousins® of the A3 sxbhlnegtica o rg ¥
first of al considers various kinds of hypot? an
conventions
alli

r etuat, hg(
which would have the effect of ps po ce It
ance between the A group and the B g7 P
been established. |

e dift
e WerC = it
i f, for example, the exchang ed B¢
reciprocal, go , exch ang 0
With the p that the A males always
marﬁage r

mal ; he equivd ¢ Gith

) €s, then this would be the rage W

mother's b“ < €Xpressing preference for TT_‘ar 1 dal h o

but a diﬁ,rothers_ daughter or a father's sist¢? e WO

result if ﬂellt;mr‘\tng nd of overall political Stru-cizl's withhi!
second cousip, SZ r&q\-\lred an exchange of s1
mother’s motherg

o5 I

arn®
bat, for example, a man ™7 5 b
mother’s fathey's rother’s 4

0
; er
sister® aughter’s daught I
As a further ¢ b iz df‘ughtcr's daughter. 3
organisations of thijg atio

S\[ﬂpq‘
kind ca he suggests that Ve, .4 %
‘harmonic’ or ‘disharmgpgs

mcc':m be usefully distingu‘;so t)rp"’\
of descent: patrilineg) ang He recognises only tV

residence: virilocal g,y wdtrilineal, apd two logicg
jargon a virilocal residence rt?:lo:;,]_ In anthropol% e

®Quires 5 wyife to jOI°
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husband on marriage, an uxorilocal rule requires a husband

- ©join his wife. Systems which are patrilineal-virilocal or

mz’tfi!ineal—u.lxorilocal are harmonic; systems which are
Patnlmeal-uxorilocal or matrilineal-virilocal are dis-
Armonic,

B Al these arguments are highly theoretical. By some
"etching of the evidence some parts of the discussion can
illustrated by ethnographic facts which have been re-
Ported of the Australian Aborigines, but the latter are In
0 sense typical of primitive societies in 9{her parts of thf:
Yorld, and there is no justification for Lévi-Strauss’ appar-
It postulate that once upon a time al[ ultra pnmllt}ve
human societies operated in accordance with an Australian
ffuctural model. On the contrary there are good grounds for
§ : id not.
u&pfilgfegi‘gih%g:dit is wort.h, Lévi-Strauss maintains,
on 1ogica1 grounds, that harmonic structures are unstable
2 disharmonic structures arc stable so that systems
nd that 11 tend to evolve into the second type,
or alternatively that harmonic
ther than ViCe Vegsaéxchange' provid); the base from
Systems of ‘restricte X onic systems of ‘generalised
“hich have emerg® o4 further explanation.
®change'. These terms all varieties of directly reciprocal
Lévi-Strauss cl:lSSﬁSl . g into one major category échange
Sister exchange a5 fal ‘c hga“ge) which he distinguishes from
testreint (restrictc 2 y échange généralisé (generalised
is other major C?tfed exchange, so the argument goes, a
“XChange). In res aC' ) sister 1f. he has a positive assurance
Man only gives away 2 wife; in generalised exchange l_le
that he will get - to one group but gambles that he will
giv his 551" " wife from some other group. The
es away et Dac’ widened——the individual gets two
Doral.)le tilﬁnncc pere previously he had only one—but
itical 20 v W Asymmetrical arrangements of this
t}:mhcts l:rc rt;:;:ir'to marriage rules in which marriage
e ris iva

ind are €4 1oy
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m

with one cross-cousin is approved and

other forbidden, e.g.:

. 1c
smatrilater®. - e
1. mother’s brother’s daughter apPTOVCd} m sin mml;,ger“
father’s sister’s daughter forbidden -~
or o epilateral €0 e
atrl . ge TV
2. father’s sister’s daughter :npprO\“‘{d } pa . marrdg
mother’s brother’s daughter forbidden,

. ust the

Rules of the second kind have J™0 .} ex¢ -
consequence as rules based on 2 recththo gh L
sisters so they are of no serious interess  rence?
devotes much attention to their alleged © Jogica! argrtiaﬁ"I
have been the source of much anthmpo.couf’i“ me b)'no
Rules of the first type (‘matrilateral cross str SS‘T’asugi
are much more common, and though .L Vl_e:rious dis¢ ati
means the first person to bring them into Sticill Obscrvnce
he did manage to make a number of theore ™ " amific?” e
which proved to be of considerable practic® o=f it Sy
stri Mmatrilateral cross-cousin marr lage rof iineagesel"cr'
Pter;;txl:a);\: nforced, would produce a chaid " g

v
- nt affinal alliance of wife givers a7 gox
*ig. 9). Such diagrams seem to contain 2 P ra
X Y Z
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Yill the men of Group Z get their wives? Where will the
Sls{e.r s of the men of Group X find their husbands?
mme‘“-Strauss discusses this puzzle at enormous length. Any
n odmal')' of the argument, let alone of the rival arguments
eadjl,tced by other authors, would be prepost(?rous}y mis-
Vst 8 but perhaps the heart of the matter is this: the
M illustrated in Fig. 9, as it works out in practice, must
ﬁst:::ssome sense circular. Either the X group give .their
g to the Z group direct,. or el.se through several inter-
whoary groups of similar l.cmd: in any event the women
Wo M the Zs take in as wives are the equivalents of the
Men whom the Xs give away as sisters.
£ViStrauss recognises that the difficulties in the way of
""ntaining such a system of ‘circulating connubium’ for
1y length of time must be very considerable and he claims
that, in practice, the marriage circles will always break
own into hierarchies such that the intermarrying line

ages
Will pe of different status. The resulting m

) arriage system
., Would then be hypergamous, with the groups

P h at the top
cor ibute from their social j i
Teceiving women as tribu al inferiors.

Starting out on this fragi'le basi. échange. généralisé is
then developed into a prmgple w! 1tch explains the evoly.
tion of egalitarian primitive society into a hierarchicyy
%ciety of castes and classes:

Thus reduced, the theory squl}ditlijlrleg;:;ert?)usllaz.d €ven

full length 1t 15 all kinds of

‘er}llgrcl]s? res:.fnt;(i z:rtmost destructive s0rt and yet there ;o an
m

the th
parts O €ory and so
0dd b tween some h ; me
Qdd kind of fit bjue ground even 2‘\?;:8 » At times, the facts
of the facts of perversely turn Lévi-Strauss’ argym,
N the groun

H . cent back
, the systems in which er
to front! For exq‘;"lo the wi]dCS.t eXxtremesg aripassgoacrg?:gs
ierarchy is c:!l’l"er than bnd.e-pnce,_whl!e the systems in
With dowry,l:i‘eral cn'oss-§;>u?vr:3 l'maml::g'{ is the rule mostly
Which matt Toyac che WHE BIVETS rank higher than the vy
or’
take the £9

Yecejvers
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aré«%\g-St::}uss himself seems inclined to argl'liet::t\ .,lq'fﬁtlhhii
8enera{, h mographic facts which are t:'onSIio rore thel
in its basi eory, then this alone is sufficient 1% £5 et
his moct (clf cssentials, the general theory 13 prt’that il
of Proposit(i:;omd followers could hardly a¢
E]SCWhere IZC C.: , . h claimed tha[ e
superiority of h.' .1 127) L.ev1-Strauss as e fact
a vast multipli is method is demonstrate fh):l na ot
is here redug lglt}’ ‘(‘>f types :m.d sub-types © ] prin e
but he fails f to “a few basic and mcamn.ori of hu‘“j
Societies a;eo point out that the vast ma) cani"gfﬂ.
Principles at al’lllm covered by his baSICb?"}1 ],najorfallau;s
at the very root é\g%{eover there seems tg. € ‘to dyi-ST?
we need to think of-ls argument. ACCOr ing
‘mari
tha1‘-?’51atiesmlc‘c’ and kinship systems as a sort ©
tween indi?g'da set of operations design®
Municatjon _IPhals and groups, a certainl 't P ald
N c°nstitut.ed be fact that the ‘messagt W=
tween clang %’ the women of the grouP w s in
Tase of langyyy ineages or families (and no% up airc®
ating betweengF itself, by the words of thé gro fact fh!
e it in o oy 2 1 7
differen, S2Mme” considered in the twoO cases here’
B "tand mu'cff"s-' 1958 69; cf. SAT 81 1)
ir:ltgotﬁ,zou"se ther, less literal translation iS offer .b]' "
e i g
mYSelf. Possipy Oh of 10 such identity. If | give 0 i
d possibly 7 ! shay one else, [ no longer P%7% an
Ob]ect but 1 h Ctain s 8am somethin else in e C}“ 'ﬂ‘1
fxrtig::lnit 2 messag i ?:n 3 residual clagim on the Or:g;
shared ﬁ;lﬁg’onoczetgﬁ mer:ge Previous rigl?ts. U eC
repeat the operm}a ion Ve myge f'Else by making a avin
ation Wi of a*nyth.in g at a".

S

th
el » -t
it h§t°nel' I can 1mmedl

anq shilron
110 it wip,
another.
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The Elementary Structures of Kinship

frasxf;agpi' tfhere is some kind of aqa!ogy befween the two
itermar ; erence, — a collectl.\nty. of lineages which
B to 5 Ty form a Kinship community’ in a sense Wthh. is,
formeg bpomt, comparable with the ‘speech community’
Onyerge Y any collectivity of individuals who habitually

inteq 0W1§h one another, but, as Lévi-Strauss himself has
~that : utin a d-xfferent context, the conce.:pt.of mutuality
'especmls of Shax.'mg common resources—is, in important
> dlamemcally opposed to th'e concept of reciprocity
%) € exchange of distinct but equivalent resources (S.A.:

A However, irrespective of the merits of the particular
e, the reader of this book should notice that Lévi-Strauss’
Overal) procedure for the analyses of marriage alliances is
lUst the same as that which we have discussed elsewhere in
the context of myth and totemism and the categories of
Cooking. He treats the possible preferences for marriage
With a cousin of such and such a category as forming a
Set of Jogical alternatives, adherence o which will result in
ifferent overall patterns of social solidarity within the total
Society. These different kinship ;ystems, Superimposed, con-
Stitute a set of paradigms (in t ;Sg—fn sl:' dxisfussed s .
Which are manifested (3)nlé‘ es;fchan g ".;.Salignt:lrlm; (b)hin
stituti f marriage 2 : , getner
Fhet 1;:::31?;;5 will provide us with clues as to the Internal-

! man mmd.
is ic of the hu .
ed structural 10g ematic: first We consider gqciotjes

The argument iS SYSIP2  then four, thep o

. \ arrying Eroups: . > then eight, thep
;Vlsth two ln;crmore C°mp]efh:s;)g§sr?§?ca'l types. It is all
" equencf one that even detecti €Ptcal professional

Clegantly e difficulty In ﬁ? cting the precise point at
May find $O rgument runs o at a tangent, |y my view
Which the 275 quct is in large measure fallacioyg but even
the final cndf';" acies can prove rewarding,

the study
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7 ‘Machines for the Suppression of Time

Let umﬂn[
Us go back to the beginning and try to pull the argich «

t A
u?lgis'te!;:ri]ch"Strauss' quest is to establish ,facts.t“;,umainl
/ ‘hat ia ¥ true of “the human mind” (Iesl’”his s p
doxic;.]S b‘"""e’ sally true must be natural but t ion it
what dis[’ecau.se he starts out with the assumfa anlﬂ‘*’]
is the distl‘ngu"Shes the human being from the {le at[r:i
umandSuinction between Culture and Nature N i &

ty o : sy .
¥ of man is that which is non-naturd: "o

again in Lgy;
Point\t;‘ (f Vl-S.tr auss’ writings we keep comlngh a way ;
Culture (4 problem is not merely: “In W pie

a : € o ichable
N attribute of humanity) distingtish oy’

atur,
€

ar H
the Cy ]fag”b"[e of man)?" but also
omo sapiens inseparable from =

dea ‘ha; ur

| e, SS ta ' .
| coaningfy) o kes over from Freud the 19% '
O C o avlng a £

ns t
St_raugo‘:ls e a~alvl:,e?lbOUt human beings h for LC{;’
’.CQ“.,SCiOu: Or Freyq as a Consciousness 20 , qurdb 'c
Ing - ; » the unconscious Id i5 "o re%

0 't O is .

the cult i to.

;l;)c Stmc;‘l,lrgr‘n ...mjnlg-?l' '\’V\heil_,_ev___,;-Str Eﬂﬁ’.g']’/as,'

Proach 12! aspects o (/ €SPrit humain) he 15 2 . u

is now | eui'im“gh ﬁﬁghe Unconscious. Buth ;’:lg

NP Uice: uistic thr 10!

the fielg arge),  SUistjc s rather than :
m : .

that the dgi Strlf;‘t‘t of a‘:del which Lévi-Strauss ” ns

recognition t}:CVQ| ‘;):al lih‘q’fx.i Present day l:heoreae og”
complex sem:t is Qn?;.esSo stics have come 10 '

depcnd on mecr;:-lt sig l!ed ypattern generatjon an

suggested by th:'g;im‘s"gfcancéhte human capacity " qt

Bitg) ¥ Myey O Speech utteralc™

< h tha

112 °'“put§:°ater complexity grl'i
Mmode] which UP



“Machines for the Suppression of Time”

e R
mi{:(lj(zzstOHELéYI-Straus.s theories. Jakobson’s schema of a
tman Ly, of binary dlStlnCthSt features common to all
s certy ix%;mg'es (see p. 28. f.) is not necessarily false but
ltimage ob'y Inadequate. Where speech is concerned the
W chils jective of research is to discover not m'eretly
&t by en learn to <i.15t1ngu1sh noise contrasts as signifi-
M to d.o\{v th?y acquire the generative rules Wl:llCh allow
lace amilstmgulsh meaningful patterns of sound in the first
o “./hat sort of rules these may be. .By comparison,
ragatt_emlng. of manifest cultural data with which Lévi-
o %S 1s playing is superficial. I am ready to concede that
on Structures which he displays are products of an un-
b SCious mental process but I can see no reason to believe
At they are human universals. Bereft of Lévi-Strauss’ re-
;’]Urceful special pleading they appear to be local, function-
)ay-determmed. attributes of particular individuals or of
)bl;telculgr c;xl}:ural groul?s.m Howev?r: as Yvan Simonis has
N rved, although Lévi-Strauss originally set out to dis-
Y the structure of the human mind he has ended up
Y telling us something about the structure of aesthetic
TCeption.
ca]I;hS starting point, let us remember, was that the specifi-
Y human quality of human beings is that they have a
a"8llélge. At one level this allows man to communicate and
or "}11 social relations and at another it is an essential tehleiﬂs",l:
the mysterious process we call ‘thinking’, In tha
Must ﬁrstycategorisz our environment ?T;d then r?&f:;g)t
Cse categories by s;:mbols ( :lcr:nmens of language
ef{?r'e we Cac: s‘ﬂ;lfnlfth:;gﬁ,}lntgt' %y.mcans of word symbols
his proc ds of symbols) entails a highly complex inter-
(ang other kin e individual who is doing the thinking and
Play perween t ¢ about which he is thinking. For example
, the environ™m ':,m essential part of almost any intellectual
" gur culf“'ﬁ]at the thinker should be able to externalise
Operation ’ind numbers which are ‘in his head’ and write
the word®
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N and

- else make dravin® b

them down on pieces of paper (or c!seTr}?us consider fion
models of ‘what he is thinking sty of the maniPUel
Operation of ‘thinking about’ consis tarted out 1 © iy
of reduced models of ideas which '2\;cnt5' and *
Place as words, which symbolise xer. Very recalisﬂw
the environment external to the thin d this exterm g
the last decade or so, we have Car?eed the ‘reducc‘ desi®?
Process a step further. Having crea e, we can 1% il
in the form of a computer programn nf,anip“]anonimo ¢
machines which do a great deal of th.etc feed-back
OWn account without any immediate £
brain of the thinker at all.

-di A4
In taking this step beyond ordinary

¢
erbal la"g‘.'a}% e
eyond ording

et ™ 4
bols W8 o, 5!
ry written symbols, to s’z;]m whic l\(;a"“qth(
‘out there’ a5 part of the environment {)y thems® ve amfosg.
were, be made to play logical games seem tO ha, Wit
Out conscious human intervention, we he had an)]aﬂg“agf
gone full circle. Primitive man, before his spOKET /ment
Perhaps even before he had developed fined ins® s
10 2 point where it could be used as a re ]re' as insffsﬁauﬁ
logic, wag already using ‘things ‘out the e O Lév

which to think. This is the essenc
arguments 5

. n fer
. es, A "o
" Out totemic species categories: !
Paratigp Caty

o
. w 1C e
thinec « egories~they are catcg?rles nt a ath y
NEs ‘out there’ i the human environme
thmgs g £

But, ;

t id

i , toedr b
ust 4k thinking not just things goc;dt ough' © ¢
are ‘out o> the reduceq models of huma rms— e !

inted there ¢ assume many different fo in 9"
Printe Page of this information e Of m
different yo 200K conveys in ter taP° g
Erooves of 3 g, ™ ither , length of compu an @
which is internq) tg"t o record—so also hltl:ltl"(e O e ot

£ ) ¢ indjyj in can
thinking by Wi we monicor o specch O
? . Paty ré

ways _alsc? n Whicy, We treemed sound but thecthings A
for thinking’. At Soung patterns as
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Cno::}ﬁtte])’ random mixed up sound is just noise; it tells
dhvays o 08 at all. But patterned sound of any kind will
0gnise t’;}"e}’ information of some sort. Thus we can
Nige e bark of a dog, the screech of an owl or the
al Patte 4 passing motor-bicycle. Noises of these sorts are
f h ned, though the patterning is of a different kind
W Z‘t of a spoken language. It is not generated by our
q Onscious mental processes. But there is yet another
'7‘~‘ithe(:,f Patterne.d sounc}s, which we call n3usic, Yvhich is
Unica tSPe?Ch——m any simple sense—nor noise which com-
fray €s lr}fqrmanon about the outside world. For Lévi-
Yot S8, music is something of a test case. Music is of human
i‘etg!n'- not animal origin; it is part of Cu'lture not Nature;
1 1tis not part of a system of exchange in the same sense
"t spoken language is a system of exchange; the ‘meaning’
1 Music cannot be reduced to a model or diagram in the
"ay the ‘meaning’ of a kinship system or a set of myths .

My pe reduced.
“But that music is a language by whose means messages
at such messages can be understood
ent out only by the few, and that it
ites the contradi
al all the languages unite adictory
cl?;:.e :::;02% being at once intelligible and untranslat-
ab) acth se facts make the creator of music a being
like_ : ds and make music itself the };SUpreme mystery
ofe the go ledge. All other branches of knowledge
stu}r:;)rlna'n t];n i(;wit holds the key to thelr progress” (C.C;
e in ,

Y o usic (and dre:,arping) ha"?, certain elements |
‘et myth andh’:y are, says Lévi-Strauss, “machines for the |
N common tf Gime” (C.C-: 24); the last movement of a |
suPpressiof‘_ o resupposed by its b‘?gmmng just as the end

mphony. is ll;c 2dy j.rnp]lClt where it began. The repetitions
°famyth xsf; yariations c_~f a musical score produce re-
ang thef““ghe listener which depend in some way on his
Sponses I :

are elaborated, th
by the many but s
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1

L ure (asser® Le"t;
physiological rhythms; and. in ]‘]‘etﬁcjzriations n®d
Strauss), the repetitions and thema lf the huma! brﬁecls-
play upon physiological characters C]’ intellectu? d:\vhcn
produce emotional as well as purely r understah >
Furthermore, what the individual llSten-i js in M “-hln
he hears a myth or a piece of mus! who ecjd re ¢
personal to himself—it is the reCClV;" and must ar

the message is. In this respect myt ¢ is the e"de,' o
converse of spoken language where ! uctural an of ¥
decides what the message is. The St derstandif> s
myth and music will lead us to an un Y

; becat, h ¥
! mind . wheh
unconscious structure of the huma;‘ the brall ‘Ih(“on
this unconscious (natural) aspect O! " Jur?

: . cla
triggered into response by these SP€ g
Natural) devices -

o ‘.

5 "

.. ducto me®

Myth and music thus appear as C?]?ant per-o:oﬂ’m ‘

orchestra of which the listeners are the Sse ins
Le mythe ¢ Ioeuvre musicale appardls

des chefs Forchestre dont les auditeurs sont ¢
€Xecutants (C.C. . 25-6). :

. qhat P
a i on 128
sh;irlr&aﬂ.(. Which recalls Valéry's obsef\.’f't‘t her!
reprendrergdalm _from music thel’r g . 42) od I
em Ia Mmusique leur bien (Valéry, 195 deS‘ﬂn it
exhibit tﬁSSIVe Volumes of Mythologiques a7¢ blgu‘s i
Which eyq leogtlcal mechanisms and conceale che T
that when e rese ¢Motional responses an ma |
the interq eall

of the ., 011.1;
®Pendep Y 8et down to the roots mot!
TeSponse is much t%ee f logical structure an

TOr ey here Y eVerywhere—for the
. course there ust po s .S ”
right and yet redycg oot e a sense in which LéV} pens,
NESS SEemS to defear itss:‘ Of this degree of c(,mprer d% .

of psycho-an'alysm,. the Ort}t:n S. When, in the €3 rted
dogma the universality ¢ the cgdox Freudijans 255€ . air’
edj

'PUs Complex the
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‘0 .

'lnlf,ifi"’ a5 such, became devoid of all analytical value.
W €NCe no matter how contradictory it might appear
ki 2}“3. Into the pre-determined mould. And the same

Yitin td_mg seems to be happening to Lévi-Strauss. His
bt & Isplay an Increasing tendency to assert as c'Iogma
ﬁacts fll§covenes relate to facts which are universal
L‘loughtenstlcs of the unconscious process of human
Fom b A'f first this was simply a matter of generalising
3 m.ls Primary schema of binary oppositions and medl.at-
g iddle terms (which is little more than the Hegelian
v, OF thesis, antithesis, synthesis) but lately the whole
»CM seems to have developed into a self-fulfilling
“°phecy which is incapable of test because, by definition,
| c_annot be disproved. For example, a footnote to Mytho-
_°91qUes 111 reports on a private communication which the
“thor had received from the distinguished Colombian
*hnographer G. Reif:hel Dolmatoff relating to a Choco
Myth which uses wild honey as a metaphor for human
Serm. Since the “philosophy of honey” which Lévi-Strauss
EN pz;infully extracted from the piled up detail of M ytho-
]°giQUes 11 is “inspired by the z'l’nalogy between this natura]
Moduct and menstrual blood” one might have expected
that 1 &yi-Strauss would be somewhat dlsconcerted, but the

“Ontrary is the case:

“This remarkable inversion of a S}'?:g]r_; Z:thh we have
revealed as occurring in 2 vast ftrrcontradli'ce::‘:hmg from

does N our inter.
\Y a to Paraguay upbl j
P:ézt}\lgr but enriches it by 28 PPlementary gimep,.
sion . . . (O-M-: 34° n.)

dimensions” can be addeq

. mentary A to me
But if --suré‘?::' casc the]:ln the main theory cap never t?:_
tvery contrd st at all.
Putto a cnt_lcal yaluable part _of.Levi-Strauss' contributie
. The gqn:‘v‘“is not the formalistic search for binary op n,
In my ‘Qﬁd their multiple permutations ang C°mbinatigr?;
siﬁons ¢
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S 3
but rather the truly poctic range :,fuﬁs;,sis: in \;fsu‘;’m
brings to bear in the course of hl;.i.‘ instead of Coof el
hands complexity becomes revea l‘:jge monstratior howist®S
I s scarcely possile tof g]:\"se s?ze put anyone ® o atlgl'
i ity i <ot th kea ", dit
omplexity in a book 0 1d take @
;ggpcursurzz my>comment further SB%.Straussg:hez Hida®
48-53 of The Savage Mind Where 22 "o qq by the ol
analysis of the myths and “tua]; Satching €28 s
Indians with their techniques O 70 b, Lehe mythi%
have space to quote only onc l:;:fldent that ea ‘t;c
explaining why we can be Co'x:]arSa to hun}:c wolve!
animal who first taught the Hi r butt
not, as some reports have said, I;::S
(carajou). These Indians hunt eag

y

. acte han

by hiding in pits. The eagle is St pare 127
on top and the hunter catches 1t the techmqthisp P
Perches to take the bait. And so~but to play he Posln( &[
3 kind of paradox. Man is the trap to adopt nd B
has to g0 down into the pit, that ]';'1’ hunter 2 Iy ard‘,‘:lr
Ol a trapped animal. He is bot is on 10 51PE
3t the same time. The wolverin¢ contrad.lc the tfﬂ
which knows how to deal with this ¢ fear Of U el
R not only has it not the slightes apper by g
o for it ¢ actually competes with the 1t folloW? 'l,iidﬂ‘sJ
the ripgy 1 Sometimes even his tl’?‘PS‘:l o the
IS at legg, | POrtance of eagle hunting to the 35 iy &
“ni;t ¥ due to the use of pits, ;ion (e w0,
We haye just «oF @ particular low poS for capt Objcf
Quarry Which i:c:l 1;‘18‘11'at.ive]y as well)itio hin )"hid
point °£S°. (Cagleg :1 ¢ very highest po m

a 7 yic?
i Y hi also from t
hierarchy, ;‘E"bg:;: cagle 1lfh) and also my

-
T =
o

) Seing at the top © ]
All of whicy, i o M.: go-1). o
S su r
way of tho re) oW 4
y ught? pyy ayreva'i far removed from %%, f
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3 .
1&‘3:0:‘;{ t.he Hidatsa triadic schema of Sky : Earth :
Same g Eag'les : Bait : Man—Wolverine has exactly
s (p. 5 ucture’ as the argument about coloured traffic
Taken a:) with \Vhl(':h.l started this whole discussion!
¢ thinkip a ;’Vhole Lévi-Strauss’ analysis shows us that, in
untin g of the l:hdatsa, such. pract}cal economic matters
ltuges gt and agriculture are inextricably entangled with
. eathowards cos:mology, sanctity, food, women, life
¥ own and certainly this is diametrically opposed to
or N contemporary fashion which lays it down that,
€r to rate as rational scientists, we must keep facts
Cu‘l, ues entirely separate. Our thinking is the product of
ture alienated from Nature : that of the Hidatsa derives
M a Culture integrated with Nature.
et even if we concede that, with us, there can be no
m for poets in the laboratory, we ought to recognise that
hen we set such store by objective rationality there is loss
Y well as gain. The poetic experience carries its own
%esthetic) rewards. Hidatsa thinking on these matters haq
'S counterpart in the Ancient V\_/orld. The underworld in
Vhich Ulysses sees and speaks with t}l:-e departed heroes is
10 deeper than a ditch while that (;2 \:rh l(():tl‘l Ceres is annually
bducted by Pluto has only the dep 2 plough furrow;
? ky of the AnCients Was no higher th,
e sspondingly th(i/i.r;, moderate hills. When vijco con?
e tops of some B
mtntegsto this effect in the early ’it;'m?“‘“.’y. he was
iny . . ion rather than ‘eMpt; it needeq
bued with admllr:‘;‘(l’gth century materialism to requce
a .
u,f; 3??53"3? [?fimitive thought to the status of a chilqigh

Superstition- ;-Strauss seems tO be saying, Vico’s “Poetic
But if, as L..v(vico: 218) is a natural attribute of ‘“‘the
Cosmography chen it should still lie somewhere within
Uman mind " iCtures of our own collective unconscious
the pidden stl'in the age of space rockets and hydrogen‘
Perhaps er‘;’:fﬁse need not be wholly beyond recall.

bombs
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Notes

gy
. hi imp-

finitions W !
1. Piaget Le Structuralisme (1968) adoplt:stgcthan is LEVES n %
that Sartre is a more authentic "Structu? th by Jame® ,
2. This point has been developed at leng by

Symbolism to Structuralism (1972)- . th
3. For further discussion see, in partlcl{lli’;; ebate enu’963('m'
Ricoeur ang LéviStrauss to the symp OSIit 11, r
Pensée sauvage et le structuralisme” in Efpraccou" 0 1escript®”
4. Physicists must forgive this archaic racdcal e
Ctween colour and thermal radiation. The 5 an ] :
colour difference is highly technical but, and«" d art
flectances’ (luminositics) of the threc staium int
Emeralg Green, Chrome Yecllow and (.:a‘-:lmcrons are It spEC
lengths respectively 512, 581 and 600 ",""'mlt parts of at e
2:3: 1 A thermometer placed in different o reates d
derived fropm 5 white light source will register a violet . ytjo?
ture rise in the infra red and the least in t-he u]st—t; the u?t%lca“‘c
chér;nct}]:e View of many professional llngl)nha a sié elrs t
nnguisﬁcsomskys Syntactic Structures (1957 carly P3PCpued
g Comparable to that of Einstein's een
tivity theory 1 | : ometimes Je li
LéviStrayge dicr Physics, and it has s akobson ST oints F
he is follgw; > Scredit, that in relying on a Ja ble. TWO, “york * it
mad D€ a model that is no longer Y'achornsky e 20
advance (. M the other side. Firstly, even if

e . idatc ‘ ,
Mmerits of ¢ :tt Of Jakobson, it does not “:‘; :;hg 110‘“51\}"17”"s
8Buistics, whio. 2teT; second] the characterist! jve 3 q
S, Whic y. the charac erative “ uh Ly
formatign, h a:: ‘:‘-‘bsumcd under the titles .Ge'::o mmon l‘;’
Crative ars, have many points in aly®
ViStraygg H T or| y P

i gy oo
Mational rules for mYy, ndent 2
on as ; :depe g
of 12::: °:h°l’ sided?:;]i"P?‘d on his own quite indePC. oot
becom 8 Stryc: n “th

1 ical 1N Jlv
¢ idea of a mathemaniion"uy ?nﬁf’l“
e ingfy) o Y0 which Lévi-Strauss occal S with n‘ov'
Capac; !:110 When one considers ru; has bC;S thcr)f
m . i
recedate o) sky 1968 : 66). Lévl-straul orms " g0,
onrdeq, oY that varieties of cultura r 6 m®
teeking 1o fopmsky hag o FaNSformations of once AN0 rob™®. o
o Ormy);, .25 tack) tal T qif
oh D Wansgopdte gy oKled the more fundamel & ocri po%
which do no, Ationg w{?atmal rules which will nd tn"‘
the mat sat on thg c';ag_n We slsh make acceptable sens ., put
6. For this yse o S3t"7 ¥: “the cat sat on the M
son’s language eidog rc term, eig,
aspects of the personauefers g w08
ty inq-a
ivi

A
In Biiv"‘
Bateson (1936, 220) it
a tzlndar(.‘lisatic:)(n of the cot
Ualgn

See
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Notes

Ic7i.t efii‘icé?il.si:;ﬁ:'hm:e rcfbukcd me for mistranslation, lzut. in fac't'
bonnes & pop” own words to ayong this imputation. l:}tcra\ly
eat”. But “good Tca]n.s "g'o.od to thmk' , bonnes a manger good to
of the Frency S 0 think” is not English, and the adjcctival plural

VisStrauss | lslungranslatable. It scems to me that .here, as so oftgn,
of thing ands‘?'ay;ng a verbal game. Totf:mnc species are categories
ag ood' and 1t in act conveys the meaning better to refer to them

s £00ds” than my critics would allow. (cf. p. 11.)

-T.T. (1955): 448 “il n'a pas de place entre un nous ct un rien.”
Chg} ;lc'ltigrrcader is expected to know that in Sartre’s Huit Clos a
QUtrec supports the opposite proposition ‘“‘I'enfer, c'est les

res” (Garcin, during the last minute of the play).

To. It should perhaps be stressed however that, unlike Piaget,
évi-Strauss does not speculate about the ontogenetic or philogenetic
evelopment of category systems; he simply relies on this style of

argument to explain the otherwise surprising fact that he is able
to discover strikingly similar “structures” in widely different cultural
contexts.

11. It is the constant refrain of Lévi-Strauss and his close disciples
that all his Anglo-Saxon critics, the present author included, are
crude empiricists. “Empiricism” here seems to mean the doctrine
that truth must b;e‘ vc.nﬁagfle Py ;gfcrcnce to observable facts; it
stands opposed to “rationa xsmf tv}:' {ci; 1l-;:aches to a deeper form of
truth by means of operations of the intellect.

above.
12. Sec notc 7 the final chapter of D'Arcy Thompson's On

13. The whole of th levant for a i .
is highly relevant for an understanding of -
.gtrowtlf at';gcf::iﬁiism' Iﬁ the 1942 edition this is Chapter §(vnli.é(‘)':1
th::a‘t]ls;seof'y of transformations, Of the comparison of related formg'
(Pp. 1026-1095)- . of the incest argument is altogether
|, t4. This representation &, M importance of the distinetion
empiricist . 01:5 that it marks the e?t;’) “‘;1 ment of a social dich-
exogamy/incest lrder. The key myth.0 };t ologiques 1, M.1, (C.C.:
otomy ordcl’/dl-"om of Myth?l?g‘q"es_rv' M.529/30, (H.N.: 25f;
43f) and the kcyanifestly ‘about .xgccs", hey are also both mani.
564) are DOt pird nesting- The bird nesting element entajls suspen-
festly ‘a out’ .4 between this world and the other, rcgression to
sion in 2 ‘:;vntioﬂ from cooked food. Although most of the other
infancy’ uite different Lévi-Strauss declares that the two myths
details “'r-eal put inverse. In M.1 a naked adolescent boy commits
are id€ fg‘; his mother, acquires clothing, and, after adventures, kills
reest Wit i M s29/30 the father of a richly clothed aduli o
his fa(hi. ‘son of his clothing and commits incest with one of th
St"i?s 1:11;11)! wives. In the course of adventures the son is reborn ir?

son’
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by the
. . esuoyed How?
an abnormal manner. The father is 383‘1253 stories €2 be $

J
is only after extended analysis that thes ty because they a:. the
to be concerned with the beginning of Soﬁf beginning Of 90
concerned with the beginning of timc, ;1 i
beginning of culture. For Lévi-Strauss ;} Tvee
Tent “opposition” in mythology is that be irica et
but it takes on endless permutations of e;m;ogiques 1(CC3 lipse
this point he places near the end of Myt ’q-noise king ‘om wnn¥
312) a series of myths which move from "HECL g from |l
from cclipses to incest, from incest ', u'['nll;c tranSfomfau(])dnd-
ness to the coloured plumage of birds™ ore pe ek \1%0 .
I offer in the pages which follow are of am anglicised GP€. 1 thef
15. In this and subscquent stories I use an the

than a Latin) spelling of pcrsonal names 11 ma
appear in the Index to Rose (1959)- A sut p- 72-80-
features of the Theban myth cycle is given at P

{
‘e le 0
16. Compare also the following quotations: 1 model cal?ab

a . 1 ica lf’
a) “The purpose of myth is to provide QL)I%S achievcmen ¢
o:;rcommg a contradiction (an ’mg ZSS! 229) is 0v€ Tﬂ
en o oe . » (S.A.: M ips 1
by "l:'hes' th% Contradiction is real)'_ ( ds of rclatlonshlps adictofy
A 1nability to connect two kinds the contr’ i co
; rath_cr replaced) by the assertion that re both s¢
.2?;:-5; IPs arc identical inasmuch as they 3 4 andm
N a similar way" (S.A.: 216). ded v
vy 1 2 LA xtenos . Jav,
1 4 Cf I-(vl'_Stl':luss' own formula (p. 65). In my © ather . g
NCest : Fratrig 2 ntial e
Exogamy . T'Cide-Patricide : : Murder of pote o S0
Which there i c0® from one’ : ‘born from tW in which o
succession (Olisd-no Succession (Odysseus) : Society tic imP. "
confirmeq IPUs). That the Odysscy has this sta ement g
unsuccesss yy Consideration of a post-Homeric supp gp]itting
va_x;_x;us TOles: attempts g resolve the puzzle bY b odld'
emachg, Dr el
f:legonos.s.sos:no? f Odysseus and Pecnelope, has 2 h(a:}Ifidentam
kills Odysseyg ang pOdVSseus ang Kirke. Telegonos 2 Kirkeyy
18. A CTOSs-Cousin 10 2TieS Penelone: Tel hos marri€s & .
or ‘father's s Sin is 5 i e Telemachos ther 2 Tis 2
ather’s sister'g Chilg-S0USsin of the typc ‘mother’s bro 0¥,
°°“5'“l of g‘c type 'l'not(:\ea-s istince fror:iJ a parallel cousin "‘; Chllg(i
19. In the 1g6;, IS Sister’s childr - , er
to mask the fact thay g Clitions oy CPl" or ‘father’s brotheT e ot

: {
. his b i.Strauss at py
the resultin, W ook Lévi ) or
Sec Leach (x§6§f fehwork iy ﬁ;;er Made this cthnographic er.rtency"f
: text only | inconsts
20. See note 5 above, also p, 25 Y leads to
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The three most complete bibliographies of Lévi-Strauss’ own writings
and of associated commentaries are :

(1) pp. 357~70 of Y. Simonis Claude Lévi-Strauss ou la Passion de

Yinceste (Aubier Montaigne: Paris, 1968)

(2) pp. 326-339 of M. Marc-Lipiansky Le Structuralisme de Lévi-Strauss
ayot: Paris, 1973)
(3) (:py xv-xxiii ofgj. Pouillon and P. Maranda (Editors) Echanges et
Communications 2 Volumes (Mouton: The Hague, 1970)

A substantial proportion of Lévi-Strauss’ writings are available in
 English as well as in French and in some cases the publication of the
|- English text came first. The difference th\chn the French and the
' English versions is often substantial. In his native language Lévi-

Strauss is fond of playing tricks with words and inserting complex
ambiguities in the form of puns. Thesc verbal 8ames greatly add
i to the reader's enjoyment and clearly constitute ‘part of the
message’, In English translation most of these ambiguities disappear;
h ¢t becomes more lucid but it says less. For those who can
the ti:xench easily 1 would always rccommend the French versjop
read r] an author’s English version exists. Of the main books
even W le\x,]lie familiale et sociale des Indiens Nambikwarq (1948)
::rl:aiﬁ: wholly untranslated. English version of Mythologiques |

and 11 have appeared as The Raw and the Cooked (1970) anq From

Honey to Ashes (1972); the remaining volumes will Presumably

. : £ Tristes Tropiques (x N
. English version O i 955) is en-
ed éi‘fr'ifl‘,‘.’ the Wane (1961) but 1acks four chapters of 1a
tit]

orig}l::"‘-g‘19 cdition of Les Structures élémentaires de la paren;s was
T cranslated into English. The Elementary Structures of Kinship
never is a translation of the substantially revised 1967 version but
(1969), ns a special polemical attack against certain British oo
con! ﬂ:)pol ogists who are said to have misinterpreted the structy ‘igal
ant 3, For the ordinary English or American reader the mostra ist
gos‘pc(;r der in which to tackle LéviStrauss’ Writings would L :e::;
sibl®
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Studies Nos. 36, 37, New Haven, 1966; also issued by .

=~ New York, 1970)
g"al;]ad“; (Editor) Structuralism: a Reader (Cape : Londc
.(Un‘ . K Maran@a (Editors) Structural Analysis of
versity Of/Phlladelphia Press; Philadelphia, 1971)

D. Robey (Editor ,
S . : !
Oxforq, 19;73) ) Structuralism: an Introduction (Cl
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(Cape: London, 19‘70)‘“3\'10 Paz Claude Lévi-Strauss: Ar.
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