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Introduction

‘Development’ is an emotive term; it appeals to feeling rather
than intellect. Hopes, doubts, fears, and conflicts generated by
its use are not confined to citizens of new nations, they are part
of the academic scene. It is important to realize that the term
means different things to different people. An administrator
thinks of doing things; an academic thinks of writing about
things. Yes. But similarities do exist.

‘Applied’ anthropology, a child of colonialism in Britain, a
concern with Indian affairs in the United States, involved a
great deal of feeling on the part of anthropologists. The imagery
—even today—is largely Victorian. Expatriates in government
are ‘administrators,” locals are ‘backward.” But the ‘jack-of-all-
trades” administrator has vanished with the growth of speciali-
zation in development work. We have no accurate up-to-date
account of development administration—Belshaw’s Islund Ad-
ministration in the South West Pacific (1950) is badly out of
date, and no anthropologist has done justice to the issues in-
volved. ‘Natives’ and ‘tribes’ are becoming more like ‘us.” ‘Ap-
plied’ anthropologists still think of Evans-Pritchard’s govern-
ment-sponsored research in the Sudan in the 1930’s or Barnett’s
work with the United States Navy in the 1950’s in the trust terri-
tories of the Pacific; a few still pose as intellectual Robin Hoods,
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4 DEVELOPMENT ANTHROPOLOGY

ons of what to do or
of policy formation
1, which anthropolo-
1 by anthro-

fighting wicked administrators.! Since questi
how to do things require either experienc¢
or research into the issues at a national leve ,
gists have not usually had, the continual discussiol
pologists of the role that they think they ought to l??"‘—v’ unac-
companied by any appreciation of the practic'fll requirements f’f
the situation, is unrealistic. A modern ‘applied ﬂ“thmp‘?l"g‘St m
the field must now work with agriculturulists, econ.omlsts, edu-
cators, public administrators, and lawyers, yet tl"" Interests "m‘fl
capacities of these specialists are not dealt with in untln-opologl-‘
cal literature. There is, perhaps, a need for an anthropology of
‘applied’ anthropology: the subject never grew and has never
escaped from its colonial mold. Why? ]

Now that the colonial era is drawing to a close, there is not,
to my knowledge, a single ‘applied’ anthropologist eml?loyed by
the British government on ‘permanent and pensionuble terms of
service, i.e., on a full-time career basis. When anthropologists
were engaged in the colonial territories on short-term assign-
ments overseas, or as government anthropologists for @ number
of years, they obtained information that might be ‘useful’ to the
government. It was the kind of information that could not be
obtained through normal administrative channels. And the rea-
son why anthropologists are not now regularly employed is be-
cause they do not now appear to administrators to have much to
say that is useful which cannot be obtained through normal ad-
ministrative channels. But for several reasons it was hard for
anthropologists to make a dent on the policy-making apparatus
in the colonies.2

Anthropology had grown under the wing of the Colonial Of-
fice in Britain, and academics were restrained when dealing

1. 1 do not intend here to give the entire history—most texts give this in
detail. The best summary—concise and to the point—is Hogbin's survey in
R. Firth (ed.), Man and Culture: An Evaluation of the Work of Bronislaw
Malinowski, Boston, 1964.

2. René Maunier, The Sociology of Colonies, London, 1949, gives a good
account of colonial ideology; Margery Perham, The Co[oni(l}f Reckoning,
New York, 1962, is an historical analysis; Sir Percy Cohen, British Policy
in Changing Africa, Evanston, Illinois, 1959, puts forth the civil service
viewpoint; and, for an idea of the depth of teeling involved, see Franz
Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth, New York, 1966.
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with overseas policy matters. Administrators received training in
anthropology, and had a fairly good idea of limitations on its
practical use; they learned the local language and kept close to
the people, so that much of what the anthropologist had to say
was not strange to them.

Colonial government, through lack of finances, had a fairly
limited series of objectives, focusing mainly on the maintenance
of law and order. In these circumstances there was not a great
deal anthropology could do; and the ‘applied’ anthropological
role comes more into perspective if one remembers the actual
number of anthropologists in the field and in the universities, to-
gether with the fact that Britain by World War II had about
five hundred million colonial subjects. The philosophy of devel-
opment was pretty much settled, and anthropology could do lit-
tle to alter it.

War was testing. During World War II anthropologists wrote
handbooks about strange people for invading troops, dabbled in
psychological warfare, and became ordinary civil servants. But
when peace came they had not demonstrated that anthropology
possessed the ability to add an indispensable dimension to the
government process. They had really done no more than other
bright people from the universities, the historians and the classi-
cists.3 And, incidentally, it is only comparatively recently that
government authorities in Britain accepted that an undergradu-
ate degree in anthropology provided an intellectual training as
useful as classics or history.

The key to understanding the history of ‘applied’ anthropol-
ogy in Britain is to keep in mind the very limited nature of the
developmental objectives of the various colonial administrations
and the fact that the administrative class of the civil service,
both at home and overseas, was an élite. Their virtue has always
been their ability to subject facts—regardless of the personal
reputation of the author—to the acid test of common sense. In
the same empirical tradition academics were too sensible to
make extravagant claims on behalf of an “applied” science; the
major intellectual challenge was not thought to lie in this area.t

3. Based on conversations with British anthropologists and civil servants,
4. E. E. Evans-Pritchard, “Applied Anthropology,”™ Africa, vol. 16 (1946).
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However, the situation was different in America. The United
States became a colonial power in the Pacific after World
War IL

American administration was more loosely structured and
never concentrated power in the hands of an administrative
élite as in Britain; 3 people believed in specialization: civil ser-
vants stood more in awe of the academic. Apparently, there was
a belief that a man with a Ph.D. should be useful in the govern-
ing of overseas territories.

Certainly American ‘applied’ anthropologists seem to have
made more impact on the war scene than their counterparts in
Britain.b

In the Pacific, American anthropologists found themselves
wielding great power under wartime conditions. They were re-
sponsible for development planning.? Unfortunately, these men,
who knew little other than anthropology, whose previous experi-
ence of the Pacific had been limited to fairly remote communi-
ties, fostered an anthropological ‘omniscience’ which planned
and executed without requests for the advice of administrators
or other social scientists. After this heady experience it must
have been sobering and frustrating to work for the Navy on var-
ious small Pacific islands.8 Cornell University's Vicos project,
which I mention later, was a logical culmination of this.

The key to understanding American ‘applied’ anthropology
lies in understanding the incredibly generous objectives of
American foreign aid. The policy was going full speed after
World War II at a time when the United States had few people
with experience of development administration. The United
States Navy in the Pacific had no experience in these matters
and did not know what anthropology could or ought to do.
United States foundations and universities went in for develop-

5. See D. Waldo, The Study of Public Administration, New York, 1961.

6. Foster, Applied Anthropology, Boston, 196g, Pp- 34—36.

7. D. L. Oliver (ed.), I’l(mning Micronesia’s Future: A Summary of the
United States Commercial Company’s Economic Survey of Micronesia,
Cambridge, Mass., 1946; J. Unseem, “Governing the Occupied Areas of the
South Pacific: Wartime Lessons and Peacetime Proposals,” Applied Anthro-
pology, vol. 4, no. 3 (1g945).

8. See Barnett, Anthmpolngy in Administration, Evanston, 1956, p- 49.
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ment in a big way. The sheer size, weight, and power of the
American academic machine drove anthropology toward an ‘ap-
plied” mission. The tragedy was that early American ‘applied’
anthropologists never really understood what development work
was all about or could be all about. For most of them ‘govern-
ment’ was a naval administrator. There was no administrative
officer class, as in Britain, to say that what academics thought
was ‘applied’ anthropology was in fact common sense or sound
administration. Working with any government meant, to applied
anthropologists in the universities, an unjustifiable loss of aca-
demic freedom.

The Ya-Yiront and ‘cargo cult’ activity 9 helped anthropolo-
gists in the United States and Britain believe that modernization
was tremendously complex, ‘scientific, and understood only by
anthropologists. Development gradually became community
development—an exclusively anthropological process.10

In the United States there is an applied anthropological estab-
lishment. Anyone who wishes to say something about develop-
ment work must work within the establishment’s definition of
the subject and must also compete over its literary obstacle
course. The course contains one poorly designed fence we could
name ‘community development.” The course stewards removed
other fences named ‘economic theory,” ‘legal and constitutional
analyses,” and ‘public administration’ though few spectators un-
derstand quite why.

A leading applied anthropologist listening to a paper of mine
indicated that there was a vast amount of literature on the sub-
ject and that I should go through the ‘scholarly process.” I still
have not read it all and am not going to. As a former profes-
sional administrator I do not always find the insights of amateur
administrators posing as applied anthropologists very helpful;
and, I have no intention of reading more bad and boring an-
thropology than necessary. Academic defense mechanisms, in
the best gamesmanship tradition, are: to mention ‘rigor and sys-

9. D. G. Cochrane, Big Men and Congo Cults, Oxford, 1g70.

10. See, for example, Goodenvugh, Cooperation in Change, New York,
1963; Foster, Applied Anthropology; Traditional Cultures: And the Impact of
Technological Change, New York, 1g62.
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tematic analysis,” which means, sheer boredom; or, what some
‘big name’ has said, which means that if a graduate student had
submitted the work to a professional journal it would not have
been published. One can be polemical about administrators but
not about the establishment. For applied anthropologists there
can be few things more alarming than common sense.

But, then, for many anthropologists few things are more
alarming than applied anthropology.

When the West declared a ‘war on want’ in the 1950’s, anthro-
pologists were not in the front line. Instead newly emergent
countries found themselves with chairs of social work, staffed by
people whose fieldwork was done in Brooklyn or Boston; ! soci-
ologists and political scientists made themselves useful; 12 econo-
mists became the high priests of development. Anthropologists
did not effectively protest the fact that their discipline was ig-
nored. Today there are fewer anthropologists in the interna-
tional agencies than ever before.!3 Much of the responsibility for
this can be traced to the fact that extravagant claims were not
backed by results. (Incidentally, I concentrate on rural develop-
ment though I do not attempt to do justice to vital issues like
population control, education, and agriculture.)

Applied anthropology has not been scholarly or academic,
though sensitivity on this matter is understandable. You may
search in vain through all the books on applied anthropology
for a comment on international aid giving, or on the policies of
the United Nations and its associated agencies. What you will
find will be a series of community development projects, distin-
guished only by their similarity and almost complete lack of im-
portance. Read one episode: you have read them all. To develop
a country on this basis—indeed to get anything accomplished

11. The universities in Zambia and Tanzania, for example, had, in 1967,
no anthropology staft though they did have chairs of social work and social
administration. '

12. While anthropologists concern themselves with the problems of the
community, sociologists and political scientists concern themselves with na-
tional issues. See, for example, the special issue of The Administrative Sci-
ence ng:rterly, December 1968, devoted to the design of development bu-
reaucracies.

13. Foster, Applicd Anlhropology, p-217.
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—would require thousands and thousands of anthropologists.
Even then there would probably be little coordination.

The issues in applied anthropology—to do or not to do—are
for personal decision. But at a time when anthropological
knowledge is badly needed in the emerging nations there is lit-
tle justification for moralizing to the extent that nothing gets
done. No doubt there are plenty of people who will raise all
sorts of objections to show how mistaken I am; metaphysical de-
bate has become a minor industry in applied anthropology. We
have too many Utopians. Development or modernization has
never been painless and never will be. It carries a fairly heavy
social price tag. There is no sense in creating an anthropological
Utopia and then criticizing the inevitable shortfalls.

The sociology of the total society in emerging countries has
been ignored. Anthropologists have hardly ever felt it necessary
to take a professional interest—as opposed to making value
judgments and voicing political opinions—in the expatriate
class. Could anyone deny that, as far as colonial territories were
concerned, the ‘science of man’ was simply the science of some
men? Preferably ‘native’?

It is unfortunate that the American Anthropological Associa-
tion has not adopted a more forward role toward international
development policy. This is an odd omission in view of the
criticism of colonialist policies offered by individual anthro-
pologists. The omission of anthropology from the international
agency scene could legitimately have been protested by the as-
sociation. Ironically, the association itself has also been in the
early colonial mold, being content to maintain internal law and
order. Other national anthropological societies and associations
have done no better.

Anthropology is taught in graduate schools with the primary
aim of producing recruits for the academic system. This is im-
portant, but the most important thing in development work is
not simply to write about things but also to achieve progress or
results on the ground. Applied anthropologists have stressed
writing about things. What has been achieved in applied an-
thropology, given the agonizing problems that people face—
hunger, disease, overpopulation, and sickness—in various parts
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of the world? Very little. Applied anthropologists are not in-
volved in development programs to any great extent, and those
in which they are involved tend to be part time. These issues
merit something more than a part-time approuch.

But many intermational agencies and governments o not now
need applied anthropologists—at least that is the impression I
have received. They have Spicer’s, Goodenough’s, and Arens-
berg and Niehoff’s work. These applied anthropology texts tell
‘how-to-do-it" and imply that people can become amateur an-
thropologists by reading these books. Professionals are redun-
dant. These books have done anthropology a very great disserv-
ice. It is illogical to "talk about ethics and professionalism while
applied texts attempt to turn Everyman into an amateur anthro-
pologist. Difficulties are minimized; solutions appear too casy.

I would like to see an entirely new approach. I argue in this
book that there are cogent reasons for objection to the subject as
it is presently conceived. On neither practical nor intellectual
grounds is there any good reason to be sympathetic toward ap-
plied anthropology and its advocates. It has been sterile and un-
imaginative for too long; it is not a respectable subject in aca-
demic circles, though it is usually studied by people who have
doctorates. It would be surely logical to harness for this work all
those students who have got as far as an M.A. in anthropology
but who do not wish to spend their days in university life. Can
we not offer them such a career?

I have many friends in academic life who are scornful indeed
of the kinds of things that applied anthropology has been doing,
but often they do not sufficiently appreciate that it is not the de-
velopment problems themselves which are inherently bad but
the way in which they have been tackled. The solution of prob-
lems is an academic process. But the implementation of plans—
doing things and being involved—is also a vital part of applied
anthropology; it is not an academic process though it must still
rely on academic analysis. The new nations and their problems
are not to be considered merely as an extension of a university
department, which seems to be how they are regarded in the ap-
plied anthropology literature.

One of my strong feelings about development is just this: that
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problems are created by the way we approach things as much
as by the attitudes, beliefs, and values of those we seek to help.
I stress throughout this book that although anthropology pro-
vides a good and useful way to look at things, a variety of ap-
proaches are usually necessary; anthropologists. administrators,
and other social scientists who are concerned with these prob-
lems should get to know more about each others’ work. This is
the knowledge that applied anthropologists should have had
over and above their conventional training.

Interdisciplinary work has not been very successful; things
can only improve if it becomes clear that interdisciplinary re-
searchers gain insights which are more valuable than those ob-
tained within a single social science discipline. At present, peo-
ple go in for broadly based studies because they are not very
competent in any single discipline; or a number of scholars con-
tribute to a volume, each presenting the viewpoint of his own
discipline and the result being termed ‘interdisciplinary.’ The es-
sence of interdisciplinary work must surely be the overview, a
process that demands and requires the individual researchers to
have competence in several fields. For the anthropologist who
is interested in development problems this is a must.

My concern is to show that we have not made much progress
with applied anthropology, to show the awfully long way we
must still go before anything useful can be brought into being
and sustained, and to suggest new approaches and ways of look-
ing at things that might be profitable. There is bias involved.
Having been an administrator-anthropologist for seven years, I
know how useful anthropological advice can be and how badly
it is needed. To remark here on something 1 will repeat in one
of the following chapters: if things do not work out properly it is
not because disciplines and professions are antagonistic to each
other but because their attitudes are. I am myself fairly quarrel-
some in the pages that follow, but I could think of no other way
to highlight the fact that anthropology’s potential contribution
has not even begun to be realized. To account for this I go
deeply into the traditional concems of applied anthropologists,
their dislike of administrators and their belief in community de-
velopment. It seems to me there has been a desire to intérject
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some of the concerns governments have about small-scale devel-
opment projects into anthropological literature. I would like to
see individual anthropologists become policymakers at the na-
tional level. I think we have to create a general practitioner
class with anthropological training and familiarity with other
disciplines that impinge on development work. These people
should do a government or international agency internment to
appreciate the practical consequences of and opportunitics of-
fered by such a career.

Where these people work in an organization setting then their
first loyalty must be to that agency or government, and they
must be prepared to accept that other professionals may know
more about some things than they do and that it may be a long,
slow, and frustrating process before the value of an anthropolog-
ical training is fully appreciated. Nothing could be more dan-
gerous or stultifying than to look at problems from the perspec-
tive of one’s own discipline alone and to fail to realize that
anthropology is only a part, albeit a vital part, of the total
scheme of things in development work. There is truth in the
maxim, “the tail doesn’t wag the dog.”

For anthropologists, applied anthropology has been bad an-
thropology; to administrators it has been bad administration; it
has as yet made insufficient impact on other disciplines and pro-
fessions involved in development work. Things must change.
This book is directed toward students and teachers of anthropol-
ogy and toward authorities charged with the planning and exe-
cution of development programs. I believe that there is increas-
ing disenchantment with the kinds of practical contribution
made by anthropology, and while I do not hope to ‘tum
around’ applied work it may be that the raising of these ques-
tions will prompt some people to take a personal initiative. But
only when universities, international agencies, and governments,
acting in concert, initiate the necessary training programs will
significant progress be made. Anthropology has to begin to train
for export as well as for domestic consumption.
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Some Science of Some Men
and Some Problems

Articles of the ‘Administration and Anthropology’ type have
been written mainly by academics with no personal experience
of administration in the developing countries. Nor have these
amateur public administrators bothered to familiarize them-
selves with the analytical approach or concerns of students of
public administration. It might be helpful, even equitable, to
write from the administrative viewpoint for a change.

To show that the applied anthropologist's work is neither
sound anthropology nor sensible public administration I exam-
ine three books, and in part focus on Dr. Thompson’s paper, “Is
Applied Anthropology Helping To Develop a Science of Man?”
(1965), since it encapsulates much of the essence of recent think-
ing in applied anthropology.

I question whether existing approaches do show that applied
anthropologists can play a useful role in development work. The
claim to professionalism in development work is dubious and no
sound theory on the prediction or production of social change
has as yet emerged. Failures to analyze development adminis-
tration scientifically, a lack of scholarly attention paid to other
disciplines and professions which impinge on the development

13
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scene (apart from community development) and a poor record
of cooperation with other professionals demand a more realistic
appreciation of what is required in development work than ad-
ditional projects conceived, executed, and cvaluated by applied
anthropologists themselves.

Cooperation in Change by W. H. Goodenough, Human Prob-
lems in Technological Change, edited by E. H. Spicer, and In-
troducing Social Change by C. M. Arensberg and A. H. Niehoft,
raise issues which make it difficult to accept that applied an-
thropology is a sound profession.

There are three important features in development work. The
first is a knowledge of the local culture, the second. a sophisti-
cated knowledge based on analysis and study of other areas and
trends, covering all aspects of development, i.c., what might be
done, the third, a knowledge of how to implement plans. The
applied anthropologist might be competent in terms of the first
cdategory. The second category has not been stressed and de-
mands intensive academic analysis over and above traditional
anthropological knowledge—in development economics, tropi-
cal agriculture, and law, for instance. The third category again
requires academic analysis, and experience. The applied anthro-
pologist who has neglected categories two and three is really
not very much more useful than a knowledgeable member of the
community he studies. But in fact these books are addressed to
people who will not even have competence in the first category,
i.e., they are addressed to nonanthropologists who will not have
a scientific knowledge of the local culture.

Spicer claims (p. 13) that the applied anthropologist’'s respon-
sibilities are even greater than those of a surgeon. A. H. Leigh-
ton, writing the foreword to Goodenough’s book, says: “Although
the author points out that his work is not a ‘how-to-do-it" book
—not a Baedeker for the cross cultural traveller—it is important
to note that it contains innumerable points of practical guidance
and suggestions that are readily translatable into action.” Good-
enough’s own disclaimer is hard to accept when we come across
this (p. 372): “The degree to which new rules find acceptance
and voluntary compliance depends directly on how well they
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meet the conditions we have outlined.” Arensberg and Niehoff
make no bones about their contribution (p- 9): “The main func-
tion of this book is to instill an approach, a sensitivity, an inven-
tiveness and a set of principles for cultural solution of such
problems. Primarily it can show the agent his main challenge: to
search out and find the local customs into which his innovations
can be best blended.” It is doubtful if the American Medical As-
sociation would encourage all United States citizens abroad to
act in similar vein.

Applied anthropology is obviously one of the few professions
for which no professional training is required. These books con-
tain little more than common textbook anthropology. If they
simply tried to teach anthropology this would be admirable.
However, the layman is given to understand that if he can grasp
and apply ‘cultural principles’ then his goals will more easily be
achieved.

Most professionals have to live with and account for their mis-
takes. Applied anthropologists are more fortunate. If their hit-
or-miss methods do not work, they can always move on to new
pastures. As Foster says: “From the standpoint of scientific re-
search, failure or success of a particular project is incidental

. It is unfortunately true that most of the readings in the field
of applied anthropology are analyses of failures or partial
failures.” ! It is instructive to examine a little more closely the
way applied anthropologists predict and produce social change.

Dr. Thompson discusses a method of clinical prediction. Men-
tion is made of an “if. . . . . then” proposition. H. G. Barnett
said: “There seems to be no reason for assuming that a human
being is more difficult to understand or control than is an atom
.. . For this reason in anthropology as in physics, a regularity,
hence a prediction, is properly phrased in the conditional tense:
if A happens B is likely to follow.” 2 Although this is the goal
which social scientists are working toward, it is not an accurate
representation of the present position—our methods of measure-

1. Traditional Cultures: And the Impact of Technological Change, New
York, 1962, pp. 232-234.

2. “Anthropology as an Applied Science,” Human Organization, xvii, no. 1
(1958).
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ment and instrumentation are still unsophisticated, as Karl Pop-
per has pointed out:

The Social Sciences know nothing that can be compared to the math-
ematically formulated causal laws of Physics . . . the causal laws of
the social sciences, supposing that there are anv, must differ widely
from those of Physics, being qualitative rather than quantitative and
mathematical . . . It appears that qualitics—whether physical or
non-physical—can only be appraised by intuition.” 3

Dr. Thompson says (my emphasis): “the applied anthropolo-
gist usually employs a clinical method which is as yet inade-
quately understood. 1t is based on understanding in depth of the
changing culture of a community in historic and geographic
perspective, including the community’s covert attitudes and im-
plicit values. Frequently the method involves knowledge of the
community’s unconscious group personality or psychic system. It
also demands a refined concept of culture as an emergent out of
the past with direction into the future, and specification of an
activity unit of analysis as significant in relation to the scientific
problem.” Dr. Thompson is rather diffident about this theory
which must be of fundamental interest to all social scientists.
We are referred to Goodenough’s book where he “attempts to
explain what is involved.”

Goodenough says of his book: “It does not attempt to provide
a detailed theory of social change . . . Theory of change is not
yet scientifically mature (p. 30) . . . knowledge of the processes
of social change is still sketchy (p. 24).” However, later, he says
(p- 323): “Even within the limitations of present knowledge a
fair degree of prediction and intelligent direction of the course
of change is possible.” Goodenough informs the layman (pp.
346-347): “For development agents it is a safe rule that insofar
as it is possible to solve a client community’s problems by utiliz-
ing its established institutions, the solution is more likely to
make sense to the community’s members and not strike them as
threatening . . . Where the problem cannot be solved in this
manner but requires change in the community’s institutional
structure, agents may anticipate that, whatever solution is

3. The Poverty of Historicism, New York, 1964, pp. 25, 26.
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adopted a number of new problems are likely to arise in conse-
quence.” This seems a fairly casual approach. If Peace Corps
workers for instance are to be given the tools to promote inno-
vation, and if they are to be able to overcome local resistance,?
then surely they will require something a little more lucid than
a clinical method which, as Dr. Thompson says, is “as yet inade-
quately understood” by professional anthropologists.

Applied anthropologists do not live in the harsh world of
reality where claims to predict or produce change must be
backed by results. They like to evaluate their own results. The
applied anthropologist has two roles. He is good at drilling
wells, l)randing cows, and persuading people to take pills. And,
he educates his countrymen going overseas.

In Spicer’s book, each of its case studies merely illustrates
some administrative skills backed by superficial local knowl-
edge. Its method of analysis resembles the well-known case
method of the Harvard Business School or the forecasting of a
business corporation. There is no anthropological analysis, noth-
ing other than the vague reference to principles, beliefs, and
values different from our own. The studies in Spicer’s text are
really based on intuition and opinion and in my view the unsuc-
cessful cases show a woeful lack of administrative competence
on the part of those who attempted to introduce changes.

Applied anthropologists have been kind to themselves, as
usual, in evaluating the Vicos project. “The community re-
sponded remarkably; and Holmberg's experiment proved an im-
portant point not only for anthropology but also for the people
of Vicos and Peru, for all others in similar circumstances, and
for the policy making powers in the world.” 3 The significance
of Vicos was not brought home to me when I was in government
service though I think any administrator would be unfair if he
did not express admiration for those who handled the public re-
lations side of the Vicos project.

4. None of these authors seriously question the rectitude of innovation. It
is assumed that any Peace Corps worker (or businessman in the case of
Arensberg and Niehoft) is quite entitled to produce changes.

5. S. Tax, “The Uses of Anthropology” in ]J. D. Jennings and E. A. Hoebel,
Readings in Anthropology, New York, 1966.
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This experiment set and achieved goals. For this reason
change is held to have been directed and controlled. The kinds
of results which were obtained were no more spectacular than
those achieved by nonanthropologists in community develop-
ment projects all over the world. The anthropological set-up at
Vicos was a minute government. All governments set goals,
many of which are achieved. Here again, as in Spicer’s case, the
applied anthropologist exercises some administrative skills and
claims that what he is doing is applied anthropologv—a kind of
transubstantiation through jargon.® Did this project have impli-
cations for large-scale development schemes?

Vicos shows an absence of any real appreciation of what de-
velopment work is all about. At Vicos the anthropologist appar-
ently made all the major decisions. No competent administrator
would himself deal with agricultural, legal, and educational
matters since these are specialized subjects which require expert
assessment and advice. Through consultation among specialist
members of a development team, including an anthropologist,
policy can be decided. Vicos shows the kind of anthropologist
who believes that he knows all he needs to know about develop-
ment, and who does not feel the need to cooperate with other
disciplines except on a very cursory basis. Vicos was small.
There have been many outstanding community development
projects whose architects have shown a greater awareness of the
need for teamwork, and who have been a little more restrained
in awarding themselves prizes.

The process of persuading people in the developing countries
to adopt new techniques is not new. Extension workers rely on
their own experience, judgment, knowledge of local circum-
stances, and the fact that they have earned the confidence of the
people. These workers have a corpus of knowledge which is
more comprehensive and useful than anything Vicos has pro-
duced. Do applied anthropologists really think, and their writing
suggests they do, that they are the first people to achieve any

6. See A. R. Holmberg, “The Research and Development Approach to the
Study of Chunge,” Human Organization, XVII, no. 1 (1958).
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kind of success on these problems?? Projects like Vicos are a
prime reason for administrative failure to use anthropologists
because what the latter term ‘science’ is simply a matter of com-
mon knowledge.

The world of the applied anthropologist is made up of com-
munities. A few he can attend to personally. Others he leaves to
the only other kind of person who inhabits his world, the devel-
opment agent. Community development appears, like Vicos, as a
process of one man taking all the important decisions. Goode-
nough seems to think that problems at the community level are
the same as those problems found at the national level because,
incredibly, he stretches his definition of community to include a
nation (p. 16). There is not time, in view of the urgent problems
the developing nations face, to await community mapping of an
entire nation. There is not time to wait for restudies. Applied
anthropologists must attempt much more than they have done to
make their specialty inform those concerned with national pol-
icy. This is a theoretical challenge.

A community development project, especially one with a low
technical input like Vicos, cannot normally form an adequate
basis for national planning. Vicos was a very expensive public
relations project for applied anthropology. How has this project
helped Peru, all others in similar circumstances, and the policy-
making powers of the world? We must now, for a change, have
an evaluation from an independent source. A little of Dr.
Thompson’s rigorous empiricism is required. If applied anthro-
pology had really been analytical, academic inquiry would have
broadened these very narrow concerns.

Applied anthropologists often stress that they need the respect
of their academic colleagues. They often fail to mention that
they must also earn the respect of other professionals in a devel-
opment situation. Those whose business is the science of human
relations are sometimes personally deficient in such matters.

7. See Foster, Traditional Cultures, ix—xiii; Goodenough, Cooperation, pPp.
21—22. The suggestion is that (leve]()pm(‘nt work was very imprecise until
the anthropologists came along and that they are now playing (or are capa-
ble of playing) a major role in development work,
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Dr. Thompson’s paper cannot resist casting aspersions on the
impartiality and competence of administrators. “Success
will be measured by the empirical test, not . . . administrators’
prejudices and preferences . . . Despite the carefully worded
Charter it is reported that persistent and often unwitting at-
tempts on the part of the administrators occurred to maneuver
the anthropologists into a position of endorsing and advocating
goals or ends to be sought.” Many applied anthropologists have
commented in similar vein.8 The anthropological viewpoint has
certainly not changed since the famous exchanges between
Mitchell and Malinowski,? and, as Foster pointed out, we still
have no study of a development bureaucracy.}0

This kind of writing does not contribute to the establishment
of better working relationships in the field. Such criticism pays
insufficient attention to Geoffrey Wilson’s sound advice: “The
scientists must make it their boast that both Governments and
oppositions can trust them equally because they say nothing
that they cannot prove, because they are pedestrian and never
leave the facts.” 1 Dr. Lucy Mair has also commented: “Cer-
tainly inadequately informed assertions about the aims and
methods of the emissaries of Western culture do nothing to en-
hance the value of a field work report.” 12 Existing comment on
administrators is mostly very bad anthropological thinking.

The dispute between anthropologists and administrators can
be traced to Malinowski, who is recognized by Thompson as the
founder of applied anthropology (Coodenough dedicated his
book to Malinowski). Although Malinowski recognized the need

8. See H. G. Barnett, Anthropology in Administration, Evanston, 1956, pp-
59, 69; C. J. Erasmus, Man Tuakes Control, Minneapolis, 1961, pp.
163-166; W. H. Goodenough, Coopcration, p. 432; A. H. Leighton,
Hhuman Relations in « Changing World, New York, 1949, p. 148; S. Tax,
“Anthropology and Administration,” American Indigena, X1 (1945).

g. B. Malinowski, “Practical Anthropology,” Africa, vol. 11, no. 1, 1929, and
P. E. Mitchell, “The Anthropologist and the Practical Mun,” Africa, vol. 11,
no. 2., 1g30.

10. Foster, Applied Anthropology, pp- 91, 92.

(11. G. Wilson, “Anthropology as a Public Service,” Africa, XIII, no. I
1940).

12. Methods of Study of Culture Contact in Africa, International Institute
of African Languages and Cultures 1938.
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for research on expatriates living in the developing countries, he
made little progress on this, and to him, perhaps, we owe the
start of a rather tactless and unscientific stream of value judg-
ments. If anthropologists had studied administrators in a schol-
arly way—applied anthropologists inform us that even factory
managements can be so studied 13—then their strictures would
be more palatable.

Dr. Mair (p. 237) has commented on Malinowski’s advice to
the modem ethnographer that he must be “acquainted with the
sociology of westemn enterprise, political, economic, and educa-
tional,” saying that “field work on Europeans in Africa, however,
is still confined to the type recommended by Fortes and Scha-
pera, in which the local representatives of European culture are
observed as ‘integrally part of the community’—that is to say, as
persons in daily interaction with them, whose presence and ac-
tivities are taken for granted.”

But in his work on the Trobriands, Malinowski had not
adopted his own advice, and in his introduction to Methods of
Study of Culture Contact in Africa (see p. ix), he adopted the
kind of uninformed condescension toward expatriates which
has continued. The contact student would be adequately prepared
if he read “a dozen or so of books on native policies, education,
economics, and on missionary programmes (xvii, fm.).” Goode-
nough has made the same point as Malinowski (p. 26) and the
same mistake.

Essentially Goodenough believes (p. 429) that udminisFration
can be characterized as a cycle which includes the follow'mg'aC-
tivities: A, Decision-making; B, Programming; C, Communicating;
D, Controlling; E, Reappraising. He would reduce antbropology
in the same fashion to: A, Collection of data; B, Analysis of dfita;
C, Comparison of data; D, Communication; E, Re‘al‘)pl‘al?al.
Goodenough builds up a picture of development admlmstratl.on
by taking completely out of context random examples frF)m in-
dustry or a metropolitan civil service. On page 442 he gives us
an example from the British civil service, and on the next page
an example from a United States steel corporation. Later he

13. See E. D. Chapple, “Anthropological Engineering: Its Use to Adminis-
trators,” Applied Anthropology, 11, no. 2 (1943).
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moves to the Gilberts. Administrators, according to Goode-
nough, are rather nasty people who will do anvthing to get ahead
(PP- 444—445), and they can be contrasted with the more lofty
situation of the academic. The criticisms which Goodenough
makes about administrators have been made by Erasmus about
academics.! If applied anthropologists wish to continue to wave
their academic flag, then we are entitled to see a scholarly anal-
ysis of the literature in the field of public administration.

There is a very great difference between civil service func-
tions in a complex society and development administration. Per-
sonnel, training, roles, and objectives are worlds apart. Who the
administrators are or what positions they occupy is seldom
made clear by any applied anthropologist. This kind of bias and
inaccuracy is inexcusable when an anthropologist sets himself
up as an expert on development work. Obviously these mistakes
stem from inadequate personal experience or scholarly analysis
of development administration.

Applied anthropologists in the United States have had contact
with administrators employed by the international agencies such
as W.H.O (who usually have received little specialized training
for development work), or the U.S. trust territories where, in the
postwar years, owing to inexperience, there was little adminis-
trative knowledge,'® or A.L.D. This is not really sufficient experi-
ence on which to make the kind of broad generalizations that
applied anthropologists have made. Goodenough’s lack of
method and rather obvious bias against administrators come
through clearly when he says (p. 432): “Automation now brings
the administrators’ ideal one step closer to fruition by presum-
ably eliminating operators entirely, leaving none but the main-
tenance man between the administrative programmer and the
machine. The pushbutton world may not inappropriately be la-
belled the administrators’ utopia.” Goodenough has confused his
experience of university administration with development ad-

14. Erasmus, Man Takes Control, pp. 160-163; and see also R. Ross's
comment on p. 433 in A. W. Gouldner and S. M. Miller (eds.), Applied So-
ciology, New York, 1g65.

15. This is made clear by H. C. Barnett’s Anthropology in Administration,
Evanston, 1956.



SOME SCIENCE OF SOME MEN AND SOME PROBLEMS 23

ministration. He gave a more accurate account of development
administration when he said (p. 386): “Like Colonial adminis-
trators in the Gilberts he must work to put himself out of a job.
To do this, he must play progressively different and progres-
sively less important roles in the community’s affairs.”

Applied anthropologists have not done their homework on
this question. And if applied anthropologists do not take the
trouble to find out how governments work or operate, then it
is hard to see on what basis thev could presume to make policy
recommendations.

The nature of any administration will be unique. Its essential
features cannot be described or appreciated unless it is given
the same patient attention that other institutions in the develop-
ing world receive from anthropologists. Certainly existing ap-
proaches show little of Dr. Thompson’s ‘scientific maturity.’

Cooperation in Change is an ironic title for a book which does
not advocate cooperation with other disciplines. Few applied
anthropologists have had any specialized training in other disci-
plines which impinge on the development field. Applied anthro-
pologists seem to think that any series of lectures on culture
will meet the bill. The transition from one or two years’ experi-
ence in a remote community to expert status on development
work is quite an awesome rite de passage.

We have yet to see anthropologists mount any serious attack
on the very inflated role of the economist in planning develop-
ment work. While some anthropologists argue over the meaning
of economics, or construct new dynamic models to explain mi-
nute events, economists propose constraints on nations in an at-
tempt to force them to conform to the Western development
mode].16

A distinction has yet to be made—and it must be made—Dbe-
tween producing social change and enabling social change to
take place. It seems more logical that the role of the applied
anthropologist should be that of the midwife rather than, as
Arensberg and Niehoff (p. 6) and Spicer suggest, that of the

16. J. S. G. Wilson, An Economic Survey of the New Hebrides, London,
1965.
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surgeon. Applied anthropologists keep mentioning “science’
though there is nothing, as I have said. very scientific about
their analysis of development problems. People in charge of de-
velopment work are not going to come to terms with anthropol-
ogy: Things must be the other way around. It scems naive of
anthropologists to attempt to show that cultural change can be
produced by laymen, to cast aspersions without anv scientific
basis on administrators, and then to end up with pleas for em-
ployment.



M1

Development Anthropology:
A New Name, A New Approach

The concept of an ‘applied’ science is a continuing source of in-
ternecine strife among anthropologists. When I consider the
vast literature, largely polemical, dealing with applied anthro-
pology, much of it devoted to the question of whether or not
such knowledge can be applied, or denial of the existence of a
‘pure’ as opposed to an ‘applied’ science. I sense that the designa-
tion applied is itself a major handicap to establishment of a
more peaceful anthropological community. A number of anthro-
pologists with an applied like orientation call their work plain
‘anthropology’ rather than risk the appellation applied.

This is an embarrassment apparently suffered only by anthro-
pologists among the social sciences (and sociologists to a lesser
extent); economists and political scientists have a more prag-
matic approach, and their equivalent of applied is not, as far as
I can see, a resting place for second-class citizens.

We might make a similar impact on academic sensibilities if
we were to create a ‘Protestant,” a ‘Catholic, or a ‘Jewish’ an-
thropology. The term ‘applied anthropology’ is not itself strictly
correct. It is erroneous to suggest that when, for example, an an-
thropologist is undertaking socio-economic research, he is apply-

25
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ing anthropological knowledge alone. He also applies knowl-
edge of economic theory. However, ironically, it is the very
attempt to apply anthropological knowledge alone which, in my
opinion, has been largely responsible for failure to make prog-
ress. A man who can apply only anthropological knowledge is
never going to be very useful in a development situation.

A major difficulty with applied anthropology is its promise to
do. And obviously a good deal of the work done in the "applied’
area is not going to be used to do anything but is simply col-
lected for its own intrinsic value as a part of an ongoing scien-
tific process. Two functions are unforgivably mixed up under
the ‘applied” umbrella. Analysis and study of problems belongs
in academia; doing things, giving advice, taking action, on the
basis of university training and in the light of personal experi-
ence is the professional role of a general practitioner.

The character of anthropology has been determined by the
nature of the problem that academics were interested in and the
kinds of intellectual inquiry deemed necessary to reach an ade-
quate level of understanding. The subject achieved a certain
unity because a number of people chose similar kinds of prob-
lems and there was some broad measure of agreement about
how these should be tackled. But in development work things
are a little different. The problems will not, so often, be those
that interest the academic but rather those suggested by the exi-
gencies of the situation as it appears to authorities. And one
must be prepared to redefine anthropology—its traditional
boundaries have been more a matter of academic convenience
than scholarly logic.

Many applied anthropologists feel that their role is deter-
mined by ‘science.” The Ethical Code of the Society for Applied
Anthropology even says that one has a duty to science. What 1
do is a human problem, how 1 do something may have some-
thing to do with scientific method. I have no duty to science
though I do feel an obligation to my fellow men. Applied an-
thropology has always had a distinctly ideological tinge, a pale
tincturing of academic narcissism, and a comforting view of the
world and the applied man’s place in it.



DEVELOPMENT ANTHROPOLOGY: A NEW NAME, A NEW APPROACH 27

Applied anthropology has never succeeded in separating ques-
tions of science from personal values—and values are not the
subject of an exact science.! Confusion is bound to arise in advi-
sory work because giving advice, forming policy, and guiding
change are all kinds of activity involved with choice. Two ele-
ments are involved in the decision-making of applied anthropolo-
gists: (a) selection of a set of alternatives to choose from, (b)
selection of a set of preferences to rank the altematives against.2
The best solution or course of action is a matter of personal
opinion rather than scientific fact. The applied anthropologist
cannot claim to have the scientific way to guide change; he
should not be allowed to misrepresent personal opinion under a
guise of science. Where public issues are concerned the applied
anthropologist has no scientific way to measure distribution ben-
efits.3 It is a dangerous step, too often taken, to move from being
aware that one knows more about a people’s culture than anyone
else to believing and advocating that one also knows what is
best for the people.

I think we have to admit that it was naive to even attempt to
establish a science of means to deal with human distress, social
change, or any of the traditional concerns of applied anthropol-
ogy. A science of means might be a possible endeavor in a very
stable social environment in which all effective political ele-
ments accept a common ideology, common authority, and a

1. Donald Kingsley quoted in Redford, Ideal and Practice in Public
Administration, Birmingham, Alabama, 1958, p. 31.

2. R A. Bauer and K. J. Gergen (eds.), The Study of Policy Formation,
New York, 1968, pp. 68, 69. This study sensibly points out that “any opti-
mised model for decision making (a model for the best solution) is built
around the notion that some preference scheme can be established accord-
ing to which the solution is optimal” (p. 12). However, ther.e i.s.no such
thing as an optimal public policy, and this observation has_slgm.ﬁca}nt im-
plications for an ‘nppllied' social science. For example thgre is no s.(:lentlﬁc
way that an applied anthropologist could assess educational requirements
of a developing nation. What criteria is he to adopt? Education of the
greatest number? What about the syllabus? Kathleen Gough Aberle’s well-
known statement—“Who is to evaluate and suggest guidelines for human
society, if not those who study it?”"—seems to me to be dangerously naive.

3. On distributive values see, for example, H. A. Simon, Administrative Be-
havior, New York, 1961 ed., p. 178.
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common scale of values, ie., in a Utopia! Mecanwhile, anthro-
pology may show « way but it will not indicate in anv infallible
manner the way.

Creation of a new designation and role to replace applied an-
thropology is necessary. In terms of role. technique, and method
of operation, a distinction has to be made between the academic
anthropology where scholars may specialize in development
problems, and the anthropologist as a general practitioner or
adviser in the service of a government or international agency.

Does it really matter what we call our particular specialty
since all human behavior comes under the anthropological um-
brella? I think it does, because of the very vastness of the sub-
ject. First, a subdisciplinary title supplics a focal point for
collection, collation, and mustering of kinds of kno\\'ledge and
people interested in particular types of research. No matter how
much we dislike the thought it is inev itable that such emphasis
will occur because some degree of specialization scems neces-
sary. Second, use of a title should encourage familiarity with the
kinds of problems encountered and the ways in which anthro-
pologists have attempted to undertake research. Third, it is es-
sential that the title stress a need for growth, both of the
anthropologist and his specmltv through a call for more cooper-
ation with other social sciences. In other words the name must
convey something of a phl]osophy or orientation under]ying the
research into our specialty. ‘Economic’ anthmp()log_\' and ‘medi-
cal’ anthropology do this accurately. The old designation ‘ap-
plied’ cannot meet these needs.

If we examine any textbook dealing with applied an-
thropology—and Foster's latest book, Applicd  Anthropology,
Boston, 1969, is a good example—there is talk of ‘cconomic de-
velopment,” of ‘innovating bureaucracy,” and of “agriculture,” but
no rigorous or systematic attempt to find what the experts in
these fields have said4 We do not need anv more anecdotes
about community development. We do need urgently a rigorous
and systematic analysis of what other disciplines have to offer

4. See for example, Mr. Pearsall, “From The Editor,” Human Organization,
XXV, no. 3 (1966), ), pp- 185—-186, reviewing past contributions.
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and a better idea of what they need from anthropology. Econo-
mists are not overly impressed by community schemes.5

We now recognize more and more, particularly in the emer-
gent countries, that there are not a series of modemization prob-
lems which can be neatly delegated and dealt with by sociol-
ogyv, economics, or anthropology as the case may be, but that
there are just problems which require the combined intellectual
equipment of a number of social sciences if they are to be un-
derstood. An applied anthropologist could only have become
more effective to the extent that he recognized the needs, capac-
ities, and specialties of specific governments and international
agencies.

It should be a challenge to work in areas where demand for
theory is greatest—problems should not become less respectable
simply because they have not been solved. All anthropologists
are concerned with the question of how and why change takes
place; it is only our own idiosyncrasy which would make us
label one kind of inquiry scholarly and another unscholarly. The
anthropological community should not be divided because of a
difference in the kinds of problems that attract the interest of
anthropologists, rather it should be divided because of the way
that these problems are tackled. And if concepts and ideas are
taken from other social sciences, as is the case with economic
anthropology, then these techniques ought to be judged on their
scientific rather than their emotional appeal.

In this book I am arguing for two things: first, for the creation
of a truly academic anthropology of development; second, for
the creation of a class of generul practitioner anthropologists. If
academic anthropology is to have policy-making implications
then in the context of my previous criticisms of applied anthro-
pology a number of positive recommendations can be made.
The widest range of facts must be analyzed and alternatives ex-
posed. And even though the demands of development work will
be severe, the final decision must still rest with those charged by
5. See, for example, E. E. Hagen on the Vicos project, The Economics of
Dcuvelopment, Cambridge, Mass,, 1968, p. 43. and W. A, Lewis, The
Theory of Economic Growth, London, 1956, p. 59.
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the public wi ST . .
bI]) lwth responsibility for implementation. But a consid-
erable number of changes are necessary.

) Specialists in development problems need appropriate train-
Ing over and above that traditionally given graduate students in
anth‘ropology.' A specialist must gain more than passing ac-
quamtar']ce with tropical agricu]tu;e, for instance. development
economics, education theory, forestrv, law, and public adminis-
tration. After this, specialization in more depth can take place.
The need is for social science research, though in view of per-
sonal inclination this \wi]] mean Spcciuli'/.uti()\n in anthropology
al?d intimate knowledge of the problems and techniques in other
disciplines. And, if graduate students are to be trained then

pre;ctlcal experience in a government setting would scem essen-
tial.

The theoretical problems are, to mv mind, brutally simple,
and brutally hard. These are: (1) how to operate effectively in
multidisciplinary research given the tremendous expansion of
knowledge and literature; (2) how to achieve some meaningful
coincidence between the concerns of all social scientists so that
those charged with decision-making are not presented with a
baffling array of suggestions; (5) how to use anthropological lit-
erature so as to make statements of national import. The practi-
cal consideration is that a thorough assessment of the adminis-
trative scene must be made; when an accurate survey reveals
what is known then research design can take place. At all costs
one wants to avoid the academic revealing as ‘an advance’
something that the administrator has been well aware of for a
long time.

Personally the academic is going to have to feel a commit-
ment, or he is going to have to be fascinated by the problems.
His academic experience will be more vital, more real, and
more enjoyable than the old confused establishment line on
community development. He will argue his case with policy-
makers but he will not, as he did so often in the past, simply as-
sert that he is right without a careful review of all the facts. It is
thoughts and observations like these which lead me to say that
applied anthropology never had much to do with academic life.

The applied anthropologist was not a representative of aca-
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demic anthropology in developing countries, he belonged in pri-
vate professional practice.b The requirement to do somethiug, to
exercise power over events or people, and the characteristic in-
gredients of the decision-making process, opinion based on expe-
rience and knowledge, placed the applied anthropologist in the
pProfessional milieu of doctors and lawyers. This brings me to
the second part of my argument against applied anthropology,
the need for a general practitioner class.

Each year in universities all over the world thousands of men
and women are trained in anthropology to M.A. standards. If
they do not wish to remain in university life then virtually no
avenues of employment are open to them which would utilize
their special knowledge. As I have said, I feel sure that many
would welcome an opportunity to undertake development work,
and that this is a service which anthropology departments
should have undertaken before now. There is something vaguely
unrealistic and slightly selfish about an entirely academic an-
thropology though I do not deny the benefit to the wider world
of those who embrace academia. But, then, anthropology is con-
cerned with general intellectual development rather than the in-
culcation of professional skills.

What would be required to harness the talents of these
trained people? For a start further training along the lines al-
ready suggested: that is, familarity with disciplines and profes-
sions that should cooperate on development work. Assuming the
right temperament and academic performance I see the next
step as an internship in a government or an international agency
for one or two years. Successful completion of this should lead
to certification. I can see a valuable and rewarding career for
such people. I would envisage generalists at the M.A. level and
specialist practitioners at the Ph.D. level. But, could jobs be
provided?

It is difficult to overcome the past. If faculty show interest,
6. Both Goodenough, Cooperation in Change, New York 1963, and Foster,

Traditional Cultures: And the Impact of Technological Change, New York,
1962, and Applied Anthropology, Boston, 1969, maintain that the applied

o A

anthropologist and the academic anthropologist are of the same genus

though specialization ma;]y promote different species. I think they are the
i

same species though of a different genus.
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and then departments; if foundations can be persuaded to fund
preliminary programs; if professional associations can make
their concern known to governments and intermational agencies;
if the interns perform well . . . I would be devastated by all the
‘ifs’ were it not for the fact that I believe that pressure from stu-
dents of anthropology can bring these kinds of programs into
being. Naturally there will be resistance from those f faculty who
are unwilling to learn new things and from those who have ben-
efited from ‘applied” work. But anthropology in North America
and elsewhere could do with a little spring cleaning.

Academic anthropology has, for too long, been used as a home
department for applied anthropologists. The academic anthro-
pologist is interested in understanding the problems that the ap-
plied anthropologist has been interested in solving or influenc-
ing. Both will benefit to the extent that a clear demarcation is
made between their respective roles and spheres of influence.

Why not an anthropology of development or development an-
thropology with a general practitioner class known as develop-
ment anthropologists? If academic anthropologists call what
they do development anthropology when it is involved with the
kinds of social change associated with modernization or other
situations where the people themselves express great unhappi-
ness with their lot, or in interdisciplinarv work connected with
social or economic growth, they have not, through choice of an
unfortunate name, made a commitment to predict or produce so-
cial change. They will study and analyze—scholarly functions.
Their discipline will have come more into line with (lovelopment
administration and development cconomics. It is more likely to
attract serious anthropologists than an applied science which
is an ossified piece of anthropological history alive with moral
worms.

I said that advisedly because the whole question of relativism,
the equation of ‘my’ morality with ‘his” is an impossible one to
answer. Undoubtedly ethical questions and issues must be fully
explored not with the aim of providing an intellectual tool kit of
responses but with the hope that the individual's sensitivity to-
ward problems will be increased. It is not really one’s anthro-
pological knowledge alone which can bring into focus the moral
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issues involved in development work. Taking decisions, reaching
conclusions about right and wrong depends on one’s personal
history, experience, and kinds of intellectual training. Our aim
must be educative in the first place, to try to let people have a
wide enough range of facts to make a decision. We will not
achieve good moral decision theory just as we have not devel-
oped infallible models in other areas of life. The gap between
the ideal and the actual must be narrowed as much as is hu-
manly possible.

There seem to me to have been three main philosophical
streams or trends. The first derives a license to act in a cross-
cultural setting from the proposition that peoples of all cultures
dislike disease and pain, therefore action to alleviate is permissi-
ble. This is sound, though it is the extension of action in this
sanctioned sphere to other areas of life that we must beware of.
Second is the proposition that where people have requested
change, action to secure this is permissible. Here it is necessary
to ensure that one places all known knowledge of the possible
consequences of Clmnge in the hands of the people, so that they
can confirm their decision. Last is the rather tenuous proposition
that those responsible for change believe it will be a ‘good
thing’ for the people and even if they do not now clamor for
such changes they will appreciate them in due course. This is a
common idea because of the exigencies of time, the difficulty in
educating everyone exposed to change, and the dictates of polit-
ical authority. Pessimistically, I would say the last idea is the
most common. Realistically, I would urge that anthropologists
continue to educate themselves as to what this means in reality,
and that they also try to educate planners more than they have
done in the past. There will be shortfalls and unethical actions
and plans. The question of whether to disassociate oneself from
or to try to work within an organization to promote change is
not for me to answer. But I can say the question will arise,

Dealing with moral issues, many applied anthropologists have
adopted an analogy with the position of the physician. Mention
is made of care, a duty to avoid harm to one’s clients, the need
to guard against negligence, and so on. These notions are a
comment on the negative side of morality but they do not effec-
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tively deal with the positive side. Theyv do not payv sufficient at-
tention to what ought to be done, as opposcd to what ought
not to be done.

Statements bearing on the need for positive moral actions are
usually derived from their correlate on the negative side. Duty
to avoid harm becomes intention to abolish harm as far as is
practical; lack of financial and intellectual resources is seen as a
harm and is translated into a positive program to raise incomes
and provide educational opportunities. A quite materialistic and
Western picture emerges: ‘progress’ is moral, and where a recom-
mendation to increase the quantity of moncy and various kinds
of opportumty is thought commensurate w ith the discharge of
one’s ethical and moral responsibilities. Provided 1 do no harm
and believe that my actions will do some good, then as far as
the Society for Applied Anthropology is concemed 1 may meet
my colleagues with an easy conscience.?

No one would deny the importance of an improvement in the
material circumstances of the citizens of developing countries,
but to whom, if not the anthropologist, are we to look for guid-
ance on cultural matters affecting the quality of life?

The ethical code of the applied anthropologists 8 pays no at-
tention to cultural issues in the layman’s sense of the term. In
fact, despite the lectures on values given to nonanthropologists,
the application of this knowledge by anthropologists themselves
has been predominantly limited to materialistic issues. In all ap-
plied anthropology, where is the recognition of moral and ethi-
cal responsibility toward the art, drama, music, and literature of
‘clients, the emphatic recognition that these are an intrinsic
good in themselves and that anthropologists have a duty to pay
attention not only to the material aspect of life but also to the
quality of existence? Goodenough's sole advice to nonanthropol-
ogists on aesthetic forms of expression is instructive:

We know, of course, that recreational and religious institutions func-
tion in many more ways than helping people to handle their chronic
frustrations or chronic anxieties stemming from childhood frustrations.

7. See Foster’s discussion in Applied Anthmpulogy, Pp. 173-179.
8. Human Organization, XX1I (963-64), p. 237.
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But we nced only think of the predominance given by Christian lead-
ers to the problem of the “fleshy” desires to be reminded that those of
our wants whose gratification is heavily curtailed or entirely disal-
lowed by our public values and our rules of conduct remain a prob-
lem in our emotional or spiritual life. To make up for our inability to
gratify these desires directly we have institutional ways of indulging
them vicariously, as with our calendar and billboard art. And adver-
tising regularly appeals to the young, middle class, American house-
wife, driven by the many needs of husband and children and without
another adult woman in the house to share her responsibilities, by ap-
pealing to her frustrated desire for time to attend to her own wants
with picture displays of her imagined self in attitudes of extreme lan-
guor and narcissistic self-indulgence. If we continue in this vein of
thought, we may well begin to wonder how much of what we repre-
sent to ourselves and to others as the benefits of the American way of
life are institutionalized fantasies we have created in order to indulge
vicariously those of our desires that are chronically frustrated for most
of us in real life. If such a thought repels us as heresy, we perceive
thereby how important were the fantasies and dreams in which peo-
ple indulge in more acceptable manner the wants that their daily res-
ponsibilities and duties within the social order do not permit them to
gratify.

Occasional licensed indulgence of normally frustrated wants of their
vicarious gratification in art, literature, mythology, drama and other
forms of fantasy or play acting by no means complete the roster of
techniques for dealing with the emotional problems frustration helps
to generate—For us these psychoannlytic concepts are convenient
points of departure from which to illustrate the complexities and sub-
tleties of human values.?

If this is what aesthetic forms of expression can mean then I do
not suppose any Peace Corps volunteer or applied anthropolo-
gist is to be blamed if he fails to preserve or improve these fea-
tures. It would obviously be better to get at the real problems
which of course the ‘client’ resists or is unaware of. It could turn
into quite a benign form of cenorship always, of course, assum-
ing that the ‘operator’ does not have problems of his own.

The war in Vietnam, the military-industrial complex, and the
activities of the Central Intelligence Agency have become such

9. Goodenough, Co-operation in Change, pp. 118-119.
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pressing concerns that anthropologists increasingly uestion the
feasibility of a posture of neutrality. 1 do not personally feel that
one can be neutral when confronted by these issues or by the
agonizing problems of developing countrics. However, the exis-
tence of concern has not pointed to any particular role. I think
there is growing agreement that individual anthropologists
should adopt a stance with regard to public issucs, and that in
teaching, in relations with authoritics or the wider public they
should cogently reveal the logic and reasoning behind their per-
sonal opinions.

Berreman ! has written a thoughtful and sensitive paper on
the social responsibilities of the anthropologist that illustrates
some quite common fallacies about the role of the “intellectual’

(a) Alfred Schutz suggested that “it is the duty and the privilege of
the well-informed citizen in a democratic socicty to make his private
opinion prevail over the public opinion of the man in the street.” This
is not done by force but by reason.

If this is true the universities should control our lives. Why,
then, elections? The analogy with a judge and jury is useful.
Questions of law are to be determined by the judge, issues of
fact are for jury decision. I do not think the position of the so-
cial scientists should be any different. People who love, hope,
or fear, and who cannot rival the social scientist in reasoned
argument are not to be disenfranchised. And, as Kierkegaard
said: “Life can only be understood backwards but it must be
lived forwards.” Schutz’s conception of the intellectuals’ duty
is understandable, but the resultant opinions ought not, and
will not, always prevail simply through force of reason. Reason
always must depend on values, and for this reason, many no-
tions about the role of the academic appear unduly ethnocentric.
After all what is the role of reason in the Arab-Israeli conflict?

(b) Either the social sciences know more than do de fucto leaders of the
culture as to what the findings of rescarch mean, as to the options the in-
stitutional system presents, as to what human personalities want, why they

10. G. D. Berreman, “Is Anthropology Alive? Social Responsibility in Social
Anthropology,” Current Anthropology, December 1968,



DEVELOPMENT ANTHROPOLOGY: A NEW NAME, A NEW APPROACH 37

want them, and how desirable changes can be affected, or the vast cur-
rent industry of social science is an empty facade.!!

This statement is quite true as it stands, and I do not doubt the
knowledge of the social sciences. But I have never met and had
the advice of the social sciences and seriously doubt if I ever
shall. What I have met is the individual social scientist whose
grasp of what has been done is really only a fragmentary repre-
sentation of that ‘vast current industry.” A collection of individu-
als present similar problems, because their opinions do not coa-
lesce sufficiently.

As far as the anthropologist goes it has not been my intention
to deny his potential utility; rather my concern has been to
show that unless he informs himself more adequately on what
could be done and how, his observations are only likely to at-
tract the interest and attention of his academic colleagues. And,
if anthropologists do possess unique ability to carry out success-
ful social engineering, I must confess myself bemused by the
quirk of fate which has enabled nonintellectuals to organize and
run quite large institutional endeavors in a manner that com-
pares quite favorably with university departments.

We need to attract the best scholars to work on problems of
modemization, urbanization, or even of standardization in the
social sciences. We cannot continue the present trend of dab-
bling in applied anthropology by eminent scholars. Scholars
seem to feel that they can only indulge in applied work if they
have made a significant contribution in the general field of an-
thropology. Problems in development work can only be tackled
on a full-time basis. These scholars can train graduate students
who wish to have professional careers as general practitioners
and also those who wish to teach. Unless anthropologists them-
selves take the initiative and demonstrate how vital a contribu-
tion their subject can make, things are going to remain as they
are.

It required a horrendous lack of imagination to keep trotting
out the applied anthropologist’s prayer, repeated in many intro-
ductory texts: “I believe in the Golden stool episode, the Vicos

11. Lynch quoted in Berreman. ibid.



38 DEVELOPMENT ANTHROPOLOGY
episode, the universal value and crucial importance of commu-
nity development, and in the miraculous efficacy of ‘cultural
principles’ in development work.” Malicious? Yes! Deniable?

No!



IV

Tension in the Field

Why is it that relationships between administrators and anthro-
pologists in the field are often strained? It is not disciplines or
professions that clash but attitudes. I have had administrative
experience in the southwest Pacific, and I would like to show
typical administrative attitudes in relation to anthropologists
and their work. The continued existence of poor or strained re-
lationships is neither good anthropology nor sound administra-
tive practice. In this case it was the Pacific Islanders who suf-
fered when relationships in the fields were bad.

Relationships in the Solomon Islands were fairly cordial until
Marching Rule—(see my Big Men and Cargo Cults, 1970)
though there were occasional personality clashes. Government
in the Solomons, until after World War I1, did little more than
keep the peace. During this period missionaries and commercial
expatriates seem to have attracted the majority of anthropologi-
cal criticism. The Solomons became a major theater in the Pa-
cific war. Missions, governments, and planters suffered heavy
losses. Administrative officers left the territory to join up and
those who had remained were badly in need of leave. It was a
time of extreme crisis for the administration.! Peace brought lit-
tle relief.

1. Western Pacific High Commission press release, Public Relations Office,
Suva 31 July 1948; Among Those Present, Central Office of Information,
London, 1966 ed.
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This was the time when Marching Rule began. There was a
shortage of funds and experienced staff. However, the Protecto-
rate began, in the late 1940’s, to receive administrative replace-
ments. Many of these cadet administrative officers had only re-
cently come out of the armed services and had no previous civil
service experience. Then, during this crucial period, anthropolo-
gists began to offer serious criticisms of government policy.

C. S. Belshaw’s Island Administration in the South West Pa-
cific (1950) attracted the attention of government officers. Bel-
shaw had been an administrative cadet in the Solomons. The
Western Pacific High Commission has never been able to work
out to its own satisfaction how any cadet could have anything
authoritative, or even useful, to say about administration. Tradi-
tionally cadets had been the lowest form of administration life,
and a number of senior officers did not take kindlyv to the advice
given in the book. The government reaction was unduly sensi-
tive. But the initial irritation was sustained by a growing reali-
zation that anthropologists had begun to regard themselves as
guardians of “their people.”

Then came a more serious blow, Peter Worslev's The Trumpet
Shall Sound (1g57). Worsley had never been in the Solomons
though he severely criticized the administration. He had limited
access to government records and really nothing other than a
good degree of intuition on which to base his very strongly
worded criticisms of government policy. Senior government offi-
cers in Honiara, the postwar capital of the Solomons, were not
slow to appreciate that there was much in these books that had
nothing to do with the kind of anthropology that they had
known in prewar days. Government began to sheer away from
contact with anthropology. Many government officers began to
feel, and have felt ever since, that to have an anthropologist
around was not much different from having a reporter from a
sensationalist newspaper in the area. Though the tradition of is-
land hospitality tended to obscure tensions—attitudes have
hardened on both sides.

In the absence of an informed local press the administration
was unaccustomed to criticism of government policy and, in-
stead of recognizing the legitimate function of such comment,
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officers tended to regard those who protested as troublemakers.
The trouble was that anthropologists were virtually the only
people who offered criticism of government action. Things have
changed but the anthropological image lingers.

Anthropologists would never have talked about Pacific island-
ers in the same way that they referred to the government and its
policies. They believed that their work began and ended with
the Pacific islander. Anthropologists continue to show a curious
inability to admit, even to themselves, that their dislike of gov-
ernment officers is often the product of a personal political view
and emotional bias rather than scientific training. A criticism
that can be leveled at the kinds of things that anthropologists
have written about colonialism in the Pacific is that much of it
is simply bad anthropology. Is it anthropology at all?

Anthropologists often arrived in the field having read all the
pertinent data on their area but not having done any ‘home-
work’ on the administration itself. I have frequently, during my
government service, been irritated by anthropologists who,
though they are acquainted with all the published anthropologi-
cal literature, make snap judgments about government without
any attempt to read the documents setting out government pol-
icy. Many anthropologists almost wholly utilitized time in the
capital or at a district H.Q. seeking out informants from their
area—very few took the opportunity to ask serious questions
about government policy or even how the system of government
functioned. Government officers complain among themselves
that anthropologists who have wholly confined their research to
an isolated community often are unqualified in terms of such ex-
perience to make statements about the nature of government
policy for the whole territory. It is hard to see how anthropolo-
gists can claim area specialization when they have made little
or no attempt to visit other 1'egi0ns.

Administrators usually feel responsible for the safety and well
being of anthropologists in their areas. Is the anthropologist’s
wife all right, have they enough to eat, when were they last
heard from, why have they not come upon the radio, has there
been an “anthropogrom,” could she have been raped while
while he was away in the bush? Most administrators entertain
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such thoughts at one time or another; thev are alleviated when
a well equipped man or sound husband and wife team arrive
who obviously have everything worked out; theyv are aggravated
when anthropologists have plainly not thought out the matter of
how they are going to live, how they are going to obtain hous-
ing and supplies. Added to these worries, some of which admin-
istrators admittedly tend to create for themselves, is the regret-
table fact that some universities send people who are emotionally
unsuited to spending long periods on their own. When
administrative services are taken for granted, and when an an-
thropologist, who has not discussed or even indicated his per-
sonal dissatisfaction with government policy, returns home to
write a critical account of the administration, a very sour taste
is left.

Few anthropologists take the trouble to hide their feeling that
the expatriates have never had it so good. Expatriates are less
than happy with this posture. They point out that the anthropol-
ogists have not themselves arrived to do anything for the people
and that they use Pacific islanders as much as possible to ad-
vance their personal careers. When anthropologists pick a field-
work area, administrators ask, do they tend to wonder, not what
they can do for thepeople, but what the people can do for them?
Undeniably there are, and have been, poor administrators but it
would also be true to say that some anthropologists did not
appear to administrators to be eminently suited to their profes-
sion either. It is fundamental, both for good fieldwork and good
administration, to be able to operate officially or professionally
in such a way that the effects of personal bias are eliminated.
There have been mistakes on both sides.

The giving of gratuitous advice to administrations in the pref-
ace to scholarly works, or in the text, is often irritating for a
number of quite sound reasons. Anthropologists, if they wish to
continue to offer suggestions about what governments should
do, or how they should do what they are doing, would need to
make their advice very much more specific and idiomatic. They
would have to pay more attention than they have done to date
to the fact that what is good for their region or small community
may be bitterly opposed by people of another region or island.
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Seen from the standpoint of all the inhabitants of a particular
territory there is really—as I have said—no such thing as an
optimal policy in anv sphere of administrative activity. Anthro-
pologists cannot imply as they often do when they pass value
judgments on government policy that they have some value sys-
tem which enables them to decide what ought to be done. No
matter what an administration does—or even a govemment in
a metropolitan countrv—there will undoubtedly be some degree
of public disagreement.

We have judgments of government activity without fact
collection or fieldwork, which vield opinions divested of science.
Neither individually nor collectively, in the form of professional
associations, have anthropologists shown that they have any-
thing really useful to say about the problems of the Pacific Is-
lands as a whole, as opposed to the future of their community. It
is quite easy and fashionable to criticize the various administra-
tions, but what is to replace them?

If the anthropologists wish to voice political opinions or
personal bias against colonialism in the Pacific a logical step
would be to take demonstrative action in the home country
since those abroad work for London, Canberra, Paris, and
Washington. This has not happened on any sizable scale. The
administrator in the Pacific ought not to be, as he is at present,
the sole recipient of criticism. Administrators who read anthro-
pologists’ criticisms of Australian policy in New Guinea, for ex-
ample, wonder privately among themselves why certain territo-
ries should continually be singled out for criticism while others,
notably West Irian, the French and the United States trust terri-
tories, escape serious comment and evaluation.

Anthropologists often receive ethnographic data from expa-
triates. While many of the observations that these expatriates
make are inaccurate or not justifiable in terms of the empirical
data, undoubtedly a number of valuable pointers for research
are given. Typically, the nature of the anthropologists ‘thank
you' is to make some brief mention in the preface of his book or
article, which implies that the expatriate was helpful, gave him
tea, carried his bags, helped him relax from intellectual toil. We
should really see far more acknowledgment of ideas and pieces
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of information than is the case at present. Anthropologists are
fairly widely accused of plagiarizing the ideas of administrators,
technical officers, missionaries, and planters.

The record of administrative usage of anthropological advice
is not an enlightened one, and much of the anthropological com-
ment on administrators and their policies has not been in the
best traditions of their discipline. Neither administration nor an-
thropology nor those we would seek to aid are helped by a cool-
ness between anthropology and administration.



V

Misunderstanding Community

Development

There is a growing tendency, especially among anthropologists !
to assume that any aid process which affects a community can
be thought of as a form of community development. Existing lit-
erature on community development deals with the ‘nuts and
bolts: how to build, what spray to use to avoid malaria,
whether to dig or construct. However, insufficient attention has
been paid to implications stemming from the adoption of new
methods in community development work. Simply in terms of
strategy I want to examine the advantages of the traditional ap-
proach to community development 2 over some current methods
which involve trained personnel, large capital outlay, and a be-

1. W. H. Goudenough, Cooperation in Change, New York, 1963, pp. 15-30;
C. J. Erasmus, Man Takes Control, Minneapolis, 1961, pp. 320—323; G. M.
Foster, Traditional Cultures: And the Impact of Technological Change, New
York, 1962, pp. 183-186.

2. 1 rely here on personal experience of community development in the Pa-
cific. My intention is to concentrate on the principles involved in commu-
nity development rather than to identify specific agencies or their officers
{who in most cases are not able to defend themselves). I am solely respon-
sible for the opinions and statements expressed here and any errors that it
may contain. It does not necessarily reflect the opinions of the Western Pa-
cific High Commission or its officers.
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lief that results can form a development blueprint.3 I want to
suggest that community development projects are of limited
value anyway since the major impetus for development must
come from government extension services. Many programs have
been virtually divorced from the recipient government's exten-
sion services.# The boundary between community and other
forms of development has become blurred. Existing approaches
to community development are often poorly coordinated and ex-
pensive in terms of what they actually achieve.® In the new de-
velopment philosophies the principles of self-help and choice
have become of secondary importance. Emphasis has now been
placed on the prediction and production of social change.

Community development used to be thought of as self-help.
The idea gained popularity in situations where a government
could not answer needs or demands within its existing extension
services. This kind of development was self-sustaining and rela-
tively autonomous. It was also directly related to the needs, ca-
pacities, and specialties of the community.® Envisaged was a
kind of growth which would not require a great deal of financial
assistance, technical expertise, or lengthy involvement of valua-
ble personnel. The major effort had to come from the people
themselves.

In some situations community development has been offered
by a government as a kind of first aid.” Backward or remote
areas which have been impervious to normal extension methods
have been involved in community development projects in an
attempt to get members of these communities to the stage where
they can participate in normal extension services. Alternatively,

3. 1}) N. Adams et al., Social Change in Latin America Today, New York,
1960.

4. H. S. Adams, G. M. Foster, & P. S. Taylor, Report on Community De-
velopment Programs in India, Pakistan, and the Philippines, Washington,
D.C., 1955; W.C. Gibson, H. S. Masters, E. F. Wittee, Report on Commu-
nity Development Programs in India, lIran, Egypt, and the Gold Coast,
Washington, D.C., 1955.

5. Erasmus, Man Takes Control.

6. See T. R. Batten, Communities and Their Development, London, 1957,
for a common sense treatment of community development.

7. D. G. Cochrane, “The Administration of Wagina Resettlement Scheme,”
Human Organization, Summer 1970.
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community development has been used in a once-and-for-all
technical innovation or construction project which has been re-
quested by the people themselves. Traditionally, community de-
velopment has been an abnormal method, as opposed to normal,
and it has focused on a community, as opposed to the wider ap-
plication of normal extension services.8

Community development meant development of human po-
tential through self-education. Concerned with helping people
to define or appreciate their wants and letting them evolve the
means of their satisfaction, it attempted to involve the whole
community. Schemes concentrated on existing thoughts and as-
pirations rather than simply becoming administrative in seeking
to implement preconceived plans. Creation came from within
the community rather than from without. To stimulate this pro-
cess a member of the community was often given specialist
training, or an alien development agent was added to the com-
munity at the request of the people themselves.

There is a tremendous difference between affecting a commu-
nity through preconceived or expert-led commercial construc-
tion, health, or educational programs, and developing  a
community so that the people themselves are in control of the
innovating impetus. The first approach is properly part of a nor-
mal government extension program. The second approach is
where the community becomes a repository for inspiration, tech-
nical know-how, and progress, i.e., community development.

Centrally conceived schemes with an elaborate administrative
hierarchy reaching out of the community to a capital or some
aid-giving agency’s regional center are not community develop-
ment.? Schemes which have preset targets, and which inciden-
tally try to involve members of a community, are a function of
normal government extension work, or they are something that

8. This has been the case in the Pacific Island territories. From
conversations with senior administrators from Africa and Asia (attending
the Oxford University courses in Government and Development in
196465 and 1967-68), 1 have concluded that this was the general philoso-
phy elsewhere.

9. H. S. Adams, et al., Programs in India, Pakistun, and the Philippines;
Gibson, et al., Programs in India, Iran, Egypt, and the Gold Coast; Eras-
mus, Man Takes Control, pp. 163—164, provide examples.
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has been delegated to an alien aid-giving agencv—they are also
not community development.

Community development is pretty much of a trial balloon. It
should be incompatible with rigid targets, objectives, or presen-
tation of plans to the community on a take-it-or-leave-it basis.
Consequently a distinction can and should be made between
government extension workers and the role of a development
agent in a community. Development agents are not normally the
equivalent of civil servants. They ought to be people not so very
much more knowledgeable or competent than members of the
community they serve. People are needed as development
agents who are fallible, human, convinced that they are jumping
off the deep end, and, hopetully, lacking in ideological commit-
ment and missionary zeal.

The development agent becomes a prominent citizen in a
community. He should concentrate on the development of that
community and not simply on a single facet of its social life, ie.,
wells or new plant types. Development agents should not think
of themselves as ‘technicians’ or ‘operators’; 10 they must think of
themselves as human beings first, and as citizens of their com-
munity. The development agent is not the bearer of Western
know-how confronting a backward and unfortunate community.
And he is not to subtly subvert the people’s customs in an effort
to mold the community to his own image of modernity. Devel-
opment agents can only properly work in such a way that the
impetus for change comes from the people themselves—as I said
earlier, the service they perform for the community should be
that of the midwife and not that of the surgeon. People in a
community must be allowed to do what they want. By directing,
organizing, and executing their own projects they demonstrate
the kind of development that they want to participate in. At the
community level scientific knowledge is no substitute for human
warmth, tact, sympathy, and understanding. A development
agent who demonstrates these qualities can afford to make mis-
takes, and he will be forgiven. Few communities really expect
strangers to know their language, customs, and history. When

10. Goodenough, Cooperation in Change, uses these terms.
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the development agent and community members both proceed
from a position of mutual ignorance, the learning process
strengthens ties of friendship. And most primitive communities
like to give just as much as thev like to receive.

Community development ought not to involve any assumption
that people can be manipulated. Even those who believe in the
insidious suggestion that development agents should attempt to
innovate by changing the customs of the community where they
are guests ' should carefully examine their mandate to change a
people’s culture. People in a community may want change but
they will inevitablv wish to enjoy such change within the
rhythm and the framework of their own traditional society.!2
This is a point which economists sometimes overlook.13

The backward community has been a blindspot for govern-
ments in many developing countries. In post World War II days
few administrators minded if communities were inspired to co-
operative ventures in trading, water conservation, and hygiene.
Objectives of community development were small scale and had
few implications for national development. It did not appear
that there was much to be gained from teaching things such as
home economics. Few of the projects could be expanded. Inno-
vation did not seem to spread from community to community.
When the West declared a war on want, the community became
a fulerum for much of the aid-giving process. The community
was a fairly neutral area, and this kind of development had the
advantage of avoiding confrontation with the host government.

Westerners started with a desire to do something. Men,
money. and machines poured into the developing countries. Un-
fortunately a large slice of this aid went to community develop-
ment, and insufficient attention was paid to improving the ex-
tension services of the recipient government. Gradually the

11. C. M. Arensberg and A. H. Niehoff, Introducing Social Change, Chi-
cago, 1964, p. 9; E. H. Spicer (ed.), Human Problems in Technological
Change, New York, 1965, p- 13: Goodenough, Cooperation in (‘/mn"(' PP-
346-347.

12. R. Thumwald, “Price of the White Man's Peace,” Pacific Affairs, 1X,
no. 3.

13. D. G. Cochrane, Review of J. S. G. Wilson's Economic Survey of the New
Hebrides, Economica, May, 1968.
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original function of community development changed as the
American philosophy of community development !4 became
more popular.

Development agents were trained to accomplish objectives.
Instead of being self-sufficient, projects had extensive financial
support. In place of community autonomy and evolvement, cen-
tral planning and an administrative hierarchy linked the devel-
opment agent with the donor nation. Then the universities
moved in and academics began to create a new sub-discipline
out of community development. As the Western nations’ colonial
services disbanded, little attempt was made to tap the experi-
ence which colonial civil servants had built up through the
years. Instead, these lessons are now being releamed—it seems
an incredibly wasteful process. Arensberg and Niehoff, Foster,
and Goodenough (see bibliography) encourage development
agents to produce change, and at the same time they stress that
community development has become more scientific as a result
of anthropological involvement.

Much of what I have read about the new scientific community
development is common knowledge among all levels of govern-
ment personnel in the field. Unfortunately many administrators
have never set down their experience of community develop-
ment. Foster has rightly said: “There is very little mechanism
to make available to new personnel the accumulated wisdom of
earlier programs.” 15 The mechanism could, in fact, exist. There
are many senior and experienced retired administrators who
have not been consulted—surely it would pay to take a repre-
sentative sample of their views?

International agencies and affluent nations concentrated on
showcase community development in a manner which not only
was intended to help the recipient community but which also
served to demonstrate to the host country how it should tackle
development. Community development became a means rather
than an end in itself. Many governments now feel obliged, be-
cause of the status of the donor, to accept showcase schemes de-

14. Foster, Traditional Cultures, pp. 183-186.
15. Traditional Cultures, p. 239.
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signed in regional centers which, while they may look good on
paper, were not drawn up with the specific needs of an individ-
ual country in mind.!6

There is something unpleasant about community development
philosophies which talk of ‘resistance’ 7 or the ‘utilization of ex-
isting institutions” in such a way that the suspicions of the recip-
ient community will not be aroused.!8

Many of these schemes harass people. Communities are ex-
horted, lectured to, and so on. Poor people all over the world
confronting reforming zeal would probably rather be left alone.
The developing countries should not have to provide a clinic for
nations who need to prove how kind and generous they are or a
brave new world for their nationals who cannot stand home.
Development agents should be engaged on the assumption that
they are going to do a job for which they will receive payment
in terms of salary and experience. The present Peace Corps (the
equivalent of Volunteer Service Overseas of Britain) practice of
paying a pittance gives assignments a missionary aura and en-
courages the idea possessed by many idealistic volunteers that
they are waging a crusade on disease, poverty, and ignorance.
Volunteers should be paid what they are worth.

A great deal of money has been spent. Many people have
been harassed. Are the results any better than those which could
have been achieved if the funds had been given directly to the
governments concerned? (Corruption in the local civil service is
no argument against this. The way to combat corruption is to
improve the local civil service not avoid it.) In a showcase
scheme to improve water supplies, a soil scientist, a geologist, a
public health expert, an engineer, and an anthropologist may be
required.’® The execution of these projects is often logical in

16. See Erasmus, Man Takes Control, p. 164. In the Solomons the same
kind of thing has happened with W.H.O. sponsored improved village water
supply schemes, and U.N.E.S.C.O. projects for the teaching of English as
a second language.

17. Gouldner in A. W. Gouldner and S. M. Miller (eds.), Applicd Sociol-
ogy, New York 1965, pp. 5—21.

18. D. Lerner and W. Schramm, Communications and Change in the
Dcueloping Countries, Honolulu, 1967.

19. Erasmus, Man Takes Control, mentions this problem on p. 179.
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Western terms but inappropriate in local circumstances. To af-
ford expert-led community development, a nation first needs a
well-developed economy.

What can we reasonably expect from communit_\' deve]op-
ment? It cannot be thought of as a sound basis for national
planning since each community is a unique collection of indi-
viduals who will not, no matter how many plans are drawn up,
respond uniformly to the same suggestion. Current strategy is
beginning to increase the cost of community development but it
is not noticeably increasing its effectiveness because people are
not really leaming to help themselves. Communities depend on
unearmned money and outside expertise, and this cannot help the
development of self-reliance and the knowledge that members of
the community have the ability to change their circumstances.
Erasmus 20 is highly critical of the self-help idea in community
development, and he refers to people being expected to lift
themselves up by their bootstraps. He commits, I think, the
error of confusing community development with development
initiated and sustained by a government’s extension services. It
is at the government extension service level that people cannot
be expected to help themselves without substantial aid.

Many development agents are now taught to believe that they
should innovate. Most are not highly trained in any discipline
and have little experience of development work. They are una-
ware of the harmful effects that may be brought about by
changing people’s customs deliberately. Development agents
have one or two years—sometimes even less—to produce re-
sults. Their superiors need results in order to justifv expenditure
of vast sums of public money. A response must come from the
community whether the people are willing or not. If the people
resist then the advice of the anthropologists can be brought into
play by development agents. This kind of approach does not al-
ways arise from a disinterested concern to help but more often
from a desire to make people conform to the Western develop-
ment model—"the only logical model for development” 2!'—and
to show how useful our own development philosophies are.
20. Ihid.

21. Lerner and Schramm, Communications, p- 310.
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There is a danger of arrogance in a form of reasoning, surely,
where social scientists see culture as an irrational impediment to
progress. Daniel Lerner says “I am persuaded that . . . Asian
ethnocentrism is not merely a self indulgent nuisance but ac-
tually a major obstacle to development progress.” 22 Fortunately
the anthropological view is more fair, even if many applied
texts appear to be saying much the same kind of thing.

Development agents at the community level are now being
encouraged to sell their wares like salesmen. And, like sales-
men, they are also taught how to make people buy things which
they do not really want. Some anthropologists have even
equated the goals of an American businessman and a develop-
ment agent.?3

In the midst of rather dubious empire building by academics,
the young Western volunteer development agents are the sole ray
of hope. If they are not too trained and prepared they can succeed
in accomplishing many of the traditional objectives in commu-
nity development. Volunteers will probably gain more, in the
form of experience, than the community does in terms of devel-
opment. We must not lose sight of the fact that one of the major
functions of these volunteer schemes is to give the development
agent himself a valuable form of training and experience. In this
way the donor country benefits through the development of its
volunteers. This must be stressed in the recipient country so that
the relationship between agent and his community can be put
on a businesslike footing. Developing communities, like other
communities, are suspicious of idealists who offer something for
nothing. Development agents should be made aware of the need
to let the people in their community ‘do their own thing.” The
volunteers cannot be regarded as a major force for change in the
developing countries.

Community development is not the place for the expert or for
massive financial assistance. It should be thought of as an ab-
normal and unusual form of development. Expert-led-and-exe-
cuted showcase schemes which have usually only minimally in-
volved local people neither develop a community in its best
22. Ibid., p. 110.

23. Arensberg and Nichoft, Social Change, p. 1.
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interests nor do they provide a blueprint for broader applica-
tion. It is necessary to concentrate on ideas of self-help and uti-
lization of existing resources by avoiding as far as possible capi-
tal outlay and through provision of development agents who
will not attempt to lead and direct community schemes in an ef-
fort to achieve predetermined results. As far as aid donors are
concerned, the main development impetus should be phrased
within the recipient governments’ extension services.

Young volunteers can perform a valuable service both for
themselves and for the community they serve. They should be
under the administrative control of the recipient govermnment.
Development agents should be made to understand that they
are not expected to change people’s customs. If strategy in com-
munity development became traditional again it would yield a
genuine form of development because it would make clear the
distinction between imposition from without and evolvement
from within the community.

Undoubtedly, there are a number of common sense rules
about community development which can profitably be set
down on paper so that development agents can learn something
before going to the field. However, in the main, this kind of de-
velopment requires personal qualities which cannot be taught
anymore than we can teach a man to be a good administrator.
There is no substitute for personal experience. Even if a man
has mastered the relevant literature this is no guarantee that he
will be effective at the community level.

Logically the people who should teach community develop-
ment are those who have successfully executed a series of
schemes. Anthropologists (Arensberg and Niehoff, Goodenough,
etc.) are now putting forward guidelines abstracted from the
study of community development projects all over the world,
and, at the same time, they stress the utility of grasping cultural
principles. This approach is self-defeating since each commu-
nity, which is unique, is itself part of a unique culture. Develop-
ment agents usually do not have the training or knowledge to
be able to adjust these theoretical abstractions to local circum-
stances. And the anthropologists have not had sufficient practi-
cal experience to place their own contributions in perspective.
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Foster has said: “"In my experience the biggest blind spot of
administrators is inability to understand the principle of scien-
tific capital, the accumulation of theory and fact, general and
specific, that has been built up painstakingly over a period of
many vears.” 24 | suggest that in relation to community develop-
ment the boot (or bootstrap to paraphrase Erasmus) is on the
other foot.

24. Traditional Cultures, p- 248.



VI

Extension Work

In this chapter I want to put down the principles of extension
work which are fairly common knowledge among technical offi-
cers, to highlight my contention that much of the applied an-
thropological advice has been a case of ‘carrying coals to New-
castle” Then I want to indicate where anthropology could be of
service to extension workers.

As I remarked earlier it is important to distinguish community
development from normal extension work. Development work in
rural areas can be categorized as a series of activities concerned
with extension or control. Controlling departments are responsi-
ble for provision of financial services, the maintenance of law
and order, physical plant supervision, and so on. Extension de-
partments are responsible for the implementation of a specific
field program seeking to involve local people in say, medical
matters, a preventive health routine, or with an agricultural pro-
gram such as the planting and harvesting of new cash crops.

A program of extension activities involves specialist personnel
who must try as far as possible to work together. This team
should meet frequently. Each member explains his departmental
pOlicy, answers questions, seeks assistance, and agrees on his
role in the over-all development pattern. At this point priorities
can be agreed on, resources allocated, and the kinds of help that

56
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various departmental members can give and expect can be
made clear to all who are involved in the extension program.

An action program in a rural area spanning several specialist
fields must close ranks; it cannot afford to project a compart-
mentalized image. Villagers are unaware which specialist is re-
sponsible for what section or aspect of a program and may well
ask the first extension worker who visits questions which are
outside his field, though within the specialist sphere of one of
his colleagues. To counter this possibility each member must
arm himself with basic knowledge about all fields in the action
program sufficient to be able to answer questions and to ‘hold
the line” until the real specialist is at hand. He must also be
mindful of his other colleagues” interests even if he is not asked
questions.

At the village level there could be nothing more dangerous
than overdeveloped specialization; and the enthusiasm of people
cannot be retained or their comprehension of what is going on
improved if a specialist answers their questions by saying that
he knows nothing, that they must wait until the specialist who
does know visits.

Team members need the kind of training I term ‘nonspecial-
ized specialization.” That is, a person has specialized knowledge
of one field, which is complemented by familiarity with or non-
specialized knowledge of other fields. Successful extension work
is not a paper exercise; it relies on personal contact between
specialists and villagers. The greater the contact, the more in-
timate its nature and the greater the chance of success. Exercise
of specialist skill or leadership qualities either by professional or
locally trained people must not be allowed—as has been the
case in the West—to divorce the practitioner in his nonprofes-
sional field from those he seeks to serve.

It is not an engineer’s job just to build bridges, nor is it an ed-
ucational expert’s job just to examine schools. They can utilize
their effectiveness in their own field at the same time they per-
form tasks for their colleagues. There is really no such thing as
being ‘off duty’” in a good extension program.

We cannot afford to divorce leader from led; we cannot afford
to marry to the technical and professional hierarchy a social hi-
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erarchy. We should not forget that the expertise of each profes-
sional in his specialist sphere is purchased at the cost of other
talents. We must attempt to use the whole man as much as pos-
sible. The Western model does not. It is incredibly wasteful.

Too often Western job classifications and descriptions have
been applied mutatis mutandis with little thought as to what is
really required. Specialization should evolve from within a
country rather than be imposed from without. Flexibility is the
keynote and this is why I stress my concept of nonspecmlwed
specialization. How does this actual]v work?

An extension worker adopts a counselor role in a noncoercive
environment. Emphasis on personal neutrality by the specialist
in the initial stages focuses everyone’s attention on the issues at
hand. Honesty and complete frankness are the only successful
methods. If too grim a picture is painted then enthusiasm may
be muted. If too rosy a picture is painted then when difficulties
are encountered, confidence in the specialist will be imperiled.

If people decide to accept the advice of the extension worker
then he can adopt a more positive role. He can begin to push
measures to make the program take shape. However, in spite of
this it must be made clear that responsibility for successful com-
pletion of the project rests with the people. The specialist will
offer advice, criticism, or encouragement, as the case may be.
Working up a good extension program requires thorough prepa-
ration.

Companies can assess their performance by reference to sales;
but, governments cannot do this nor can extension teams. They
must concentrate on obtaining as much ‘feed back’ as possible.
An extension worker tries to build up an information network.
He has informants who give a general account of what goes on;
he has informants who can be relied on to put forward the ac-
tion program’s points in his village. And, of course, there is al-
ways an attempt to include men of influence in the network. Re-
cruitment and maintenance of an informational network is the
individual responsibility of each specialist as is evaluation of the
material that these men provide.

The objectivity and authenticity of each piece of information
is usually examined fairly closely in the early stages of a pro-
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gram. Has the news been confirmed by an independent source?
Is it of village or regional significance? What degree of bias is
there? What is the man’s reason for giving the information?
Building up this kind of network takes time, patience, hard
work, and good judgment. However, although the kinds of infor-
mation which come out are invaluable, the service is personal
and the progenitor of a network cannot be sure that his succes-
sor can achieve the same degree of compatibility with his in-
formants. This is why continuity of staff is very important in an
extension program.

A new specialist must build up status. He must be accepted
by the people as a friend before he can attempt to do extension
work. A dynamic approach is usually out of place and confusing
to people. One cannot experiment. \Iulhple changes cause dis-
orientation and may create a crisis of confidence about the role of
the individual extension worker. Theorizing—the search for
neat solutions which will solve all problems—has unfortunately
obscured the importance of the personal element in extension
work.

‘Institution building.” much favored by political scientists—it is
unfortunate that they have not in the past felt it necessary to do
fieldwork—has an appealmg aura of persuasiveness and con-
creteness. The idea is not new. It was not discovered by social
scientists but brought into being by colonial administrators in
West Africa.! Institutions tend to be rigid and not always adapt-
able to new needs, ideas, and functions. Not verv adaptable,
that is, to social change. As constituents of systems of action
thev are concerned with behavioral norms, and as constituents
of systems of belief thev are concerned with values. They give
rise to institutionalized patterns of behavior.

Social scientists are, in any developing country, concermed
with change. Some talk of ‘strategy’ or of circumventing the un-
known through the building of institutions.2 We are often led by
such people to believe that in this wav we can indeed, in a

1. Sir Andrew Cohen, British Policy in Changing Africa, Evanston, 1959.

2. D. Lerner and W. Schramm, Communications and Change in the Devel-
oping Countries, Honolulu, 1967. Sec also \W. B. Hamilton (ed.), The
Transfer of Institutions, Durham, North Carolina, 1964.
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modest way, predict and produce social change. However, insti-
tution building must cover a vast number of organizational
types and organizational purposes. Though seldom appreciated,
the dangers of institutional specialization are also very great.
The remarks I made about Western job classifications and de-
scriptions can also apply to institutions.

We need in this sphere to have nonspecialized institutions ca-
pable of performing multiple functions. Values and beliefs may
change quickly even in spite of the existence of a vigorous ex-
tension program, and the last thing that is required is to build
the kinds of institutions which are incapable of accommodating
a wide variety of changes and responses. The ‘new institutions’
may themselves, in a short period of time, become obstacles to
progress.

For example, instead of having a rural post office we could
have something that could do postal work, disseminate informa-
tion on agriculture, and give medical advice; instead of a young
farmers’ club we could have an institution which is a focusing
point for complete action programs and not just for the single
facet, agriculture, as is so often the case at present. The advan-
tage of this kind of approach is that it preserves organizational
skills without dissipating them over a wide compartmentalized
area; it safeguards leadership skills which may well be in short
supply; it gives rise to a multi-purpose organizational frame-
work which may well be more successful in achieving goals be-
cause it accords with traditional kinds of organizational experi-
ence. The tragedy of many countries has been not so much the
importation of inappropriate beliefs and kinds of knowledge as
the creation of inappropriate institutions.

I need not say any more on institution building since I have
made clear my belief that the essential nonspecialized role of
the individual should also have its counterpart in the institu-
tional sphere. Just as I remarked earlier that the possible atro-
phy of some of the talents of an expert was a feature I was
concerned with highlighting, so too with institutions. Many
institutions have unused resources and capabilities which are
not utilized through conventional seeking of institutional goals.
Hospitals can teach, agricultural stations can cure. And leader-
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ship is the same wherever it is seen, needed, and recognized.
Westemn experience has been to decrease the amount of speciali-
zation the higher one goes in the social, economic, and political
hierarchy.

Here it is suggested that this specialization ought to be totally
reversed in the developing nations. Whereas economists, follow-
ing the long tradition beginning with Adam Smith, believe that
it is very important, and very good, to have a wide ranging divi-
sion of labor,3 I am saying that this is very dangerous and prob-
ably a bad thing, for most developing countries. I think our own
experience has definitely led us astray here. Development con-
cepts should surely be thematic rather than purely structural.

The Western model of development may be very out of place
in the rural areas. We pay a price for specialization that we
cannot afford; the truth of this is the evidence that we have
failed in the developing countries to achieve the kind of prog-
ress that we must make in the agricultural sector. My
suggestion—and I do not go any deeper into the matter here—
is that we examine more closely the concept of nonspecialized
specialization. On management grounds specialization should be
delayed as long as possible.

A final word on communications, a new industry whose
praises have been sung loud in the development literature,
again by social scientists with little practical experience. Too
loud. People still should be able to choose or reject advice; they
should have the right to tumn off the message or to ask that it be
changed. This is one reservation. Another relates to the danger
of the conversion of communications media for propaganda pur-
poses. Another relates to the ability of the media pushers to
stimulate demand out of proportion to ability to supply that de-
mand. Mass media are effective when used in conjunction with
good extension programs. But they are a supplement. Media

3. H. Licbenstein, Econontic Theory and Organizational Analysis, New
York, 1960, says that economists have not paid a great deal of attention to
this issue. Durkheim’s work on the division of labor—his ideas of mechani-
cal and organic solidarity—was sociological. 1 am concerned with the im-
plication for management, the free flow of information, ideas, technology,
and the maximization of individual talent.
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must be used in situations where there is also personal contact
and ‘feedback,” otherwise the pace of development may well be-
come uneven.

Information services must have the advice of local people—
perhaps anthropologists as well—in addition to the specialists.
There must be a blend of the practical with the idiomatic; life
must be made more than a grim march toward ‘civilization,’
with people being exhorted, lectured at, and compared. When
people become too bothered, the important message is lost.

The language is appealing and persuasive. The idea that one
should have a ‘communications strategy,” and that one could
think of the messages being subject to the so-called multiplier
effect of the economist sounds marvelous.? But extension work-
ers that I have talked to at the village level are not very im-
pressed by the idea nor are social scientists who do fieldwork.
That we should communicate is not very original and is a prob-
lem for technicians. What we should communicate is an entirely
different matter which calls for the kinds of knowledge which an
anthropologist or an experienced extension worker often possess.
But no amount of ‘new frontier’ imagery should be permitted to
persuade academics, and administrators who have not done
extension work, that people can and will put up with being
manipulated. The quick revolutionary breakthroughs that are
heralded in development thinking from time to time must not
obscure the fact that the real test takes place at the village
level. Good-extension work is really the key to development.
With this a great number of things can happen; without it, most
of what social scientists do is simply a paper game.

The trouble with social science proposals is often that they
are incapable of being realized. The tendency to be logical and
academic is indulged at the expense of appreciating the realities
of the situation. If a fraction of what has been written had been
translated into practice, the problems of developing countries
would have long since vanished. This is why social scientists
must take into account the knowledge and experience of men in

4. Lerner and Schramm, Communications. See also W. L. Schramm The
Process and  Effects of Mass Communication, Urbana, Illinois, 1965,
and L. W. Doob, Communication in Africa, New Haven, 1961.
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the field. They have a feel for what can be done. It is better to
plan on the experience people have already gained, subse-
quently, injecting the fruits of academic experience, than to start
with academic logic. 1 cannot sufficiently stress that planning is
not to be divorced from real life experience. In the absence of
sophisticated knowledge about change processes very careful at-
tention has to be paid to the actual or potential contribution of
extension workers.

Extension work is important for anthropologists, economists,
and planners generally. That this is so and that is has not been
adequately emphasized is an indication of how few social scien-
tists have had practical experience of good extension work. For
anthropologists it should be clear that good extension work does
not raise moral problems: is not involved with the manipulation
of people and the hard sell. The best kind of extension work is a
process that most anthropologists should not be too troubled to
participate in.

What, then, is the position of anthropology? What role could
a development anthropologist play in extension work? To an-
swer this it is necessary to retum to the categories used in my
general critique of applied anthropology, the cultural knowl-
edge, the theoretical knowledge of developmental possibilities,
and the knowledge or experience of organizations. Given area
specialization and a broad appreciation of the culture where ex-
tension work is to be carried out, the anthropologist needs to
educate himself in terms of the remaining two categories. But,
assuming this training, what is he then to do?

He begins by being aware of the cultural milieu or, more spe-
cifically, of the people’s existing horizon of experience, the kinds
of things they want or dislike, the goals they seek, and their
view of the innovating organization. He can then take a close
look at the design and operation of the existing extension pro-
gram. In the nonspecialized area of his training he has become
aware of the technical requirements and possibilities of the situa-
tion. His advice is structured in such a way as to mediate be-
tween the old and the new, the social concomitants and the civil
service requirements. Such an anthropologist is sensitive to the
anthropology not only of his people but also of the innovating
organization.
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Rather than continuing to regard himself solely as a profes-
sional anthropologist sensitive to the powers, privileges, and im-
munities of an academic milieu he becomes cognizant of and
sensitive to the demands of the broader scene in terms of plan-
ning and execution. It is, of course, vital that the development
anthropologist be possessed of those necessary human qualities
which enable him to cooperate with other professionals. A se-
nior academic is not always a useful development worker.



VI

The Nonexpert Side of the Expert
in Advisory Work

Development anthropologists must familiarize themselves with
the way governments and international agencies work. Princi-
ples of advisory work are probably no more scientific than prin-
ciples of anthropological fieldwork, though successful comple-
tion of both requires attention to detail. However, because of
what one could term a ‘philosopher king’ tradition in applied
anthropology it is important to assert that academic issues and
concems are tangential—insofar as research and publication are
stressed—to public affairs where results must be achieved.

George Foster believes that academics make good applied
people ! Do professors of medicine make good general practi-
tioners? What is required to apply knowledge usefully is quite
different from what is required to undertake and publish re-
search. The personal outlook, commitment, philosophy, goals,
satisfactions, techniques, methods, and training ought to be rec-
ognized as being quite distinct. Indeed, it seems scarcely credi-
ble that applied anthropologists feel that there can be such easy
movement between the university and outside work.

1. Applied Anthropology, Boston, 1969, pp. 39-54.
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It is important for anthropologists to recognize nonexpert as-
pects of advisory work. By this I mean an examination of things
and issues not normally dealt with in the literature. For exam-
ple, attention must be given to the expert as a person and not
just as a scholar: interaction with other specialists and nonspe-
cialists determines not only the kind of report that will be writ-
ten but also at times the way the report will be received. If the
over-all effectiveness of advisory work is to be evaluated and
appreciated, consideration must be given to the ‘nuts and bolts’
of advice, the selection of experts, their terms of reference, brief-
ing, fact finding procedures, reporting, and the reception of ex-
pert opinion by the government or agency recommended to take
action by the analyses. This all requires knowledge and experi-
ence which academics do not normally possess.?

It is a common error to expect too much of experts. Govern-
ments, faced with legislation on tax reform which seems impossi-
bly difficult to draft, with the need to stimulate the sluggish ag-
ricultural sector of the economy, or with other exceedingly
complex issues, often have a tendency to imagine that their
problems would vanish if only an expert would appear. The film
South Pacific may have said that if you never had a dream you
would never have a dream come true, but experts do not always
make dreams come true.3

When an intemational agency or even a government depart-
ment receives a request for research to be undertaken, a deci-

2. See the papers in Institutions and the Person, H. Becker ¢t al. (eds.),
Chicago, 1968, and P. Hammond (ed.), Sociologists at Work, New York,
1968. D. Lemer and W. Schramm, Communications and Change in the
Developing Countries, Honolulu, 1967, has no guidance nor does 1. Swerd-
low (ed.), DL'uclopmcnf Administration, Syracuse, 1963; the economist
D. Seers "\\’hy Visiting Economists Fail,” Journal of Political Economy.,
August 1962, has valuable hints. The Peace Comps has made a relevant
approach; sce H. Clevelund, G. J. Mangone, and . C. Adams, The
Overseas Americans, New York, 1960. An carly classic is H. J. Laski, The
Limitations of the Expert, London, 1931. Most of the literature concen-
trates on he]ping the expert to do his job more cftectively but imp]icitly
ignores the ‘gray area’ I deal with here. However, it does seem odd that
much attention should be paid to the community development worker
as a person and little attention paid to experts as persons.

3- Seers, “Visiting Economists”; Albert Waterston, Development Planning;
The Lessons of Experience, Baltimore, 1965, p. 36s.
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sion must be made on whether or not the requirement is to be
met from within the organization or let out on a contract basis.
This is no easy decision. The likely demands of research must
be matched against the operational capacity of staff members
and the degree of inconvenience that might possibly ensue if
key personnel were absent for a short or long period of time.
The engagement of research workers on short-term contract
terms of service as a practice has several advantages. The
agency can supply individual researchers of high calibre. The
team can be tailored to research specifications. Short-term re-
searchers can all be taken from one country, thus getting over
the nationality quota problem—a troublesome problem for in-
ternational agencies *—so all that has to be done is to ensure
that each of the team members is acceptable to the government
of the country where research will be carried out.

Where short-term assignments are concerned—and it is those
that I am concermned with here—the selection process is not very
democratic. In foreign ministries of westerm Europe, and North
America, civil servants in charge of recruitment for international
agencies make it their business to keep in touch with a few key
figures in the academic world. These professors can be relied
upon to produce qualified individuals for short-term assignments
at short notice. In some cases people in other branches of gov-
ernment will have placed their names on waiting lists for inter-
national appointments. Recruitment for international agencies is
not advertised widelv—personal contact is the keynote.

This is true, for example, in Britain where the International
Recruitment Unit for the Ministry of Overseas Development
keeps a roster of experts who can be called on at short notice for
short-term and permanent appointment. One has to know that
this roster exists in order to get on it. I know of one officer who
got himself in the unit, watched the jobs go by, picked one, and
is now in Washington. The ‘backstairs’ approach is not very
g()od for the image of the international agencies.

A drawback of this short-term recruitment system is the fact
that few people anvwhere in the process have an overview, so

4. See H. G Nicholson, The United Nations as a Political Institution, New
York, 1967.
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they cannot check the predatory expansion of some disciplines
or suggest the possible utility of others. There are too few civil
servants in the international agencies qualified in terms of back-
ground and experience to say to the ministry of foreign affairs in
X country or the professor of a famous university: “Look, do you
think that this is really what we need?” In selecting experts or
even in deciding if they should be selected it is vital for the in-
ternational civil servant to have a ‘generalizing capacity, ie., a
broad knowledge of disciplines, and a broad experience of de-
velopment. After all a civil servant who has only been trained as
an economist is hardly likely to say boo to a famous economist.

Something more on this. In Britain, for example, Colonial Of-
fice personnel had an appreciation of what anthropology could
do, but many senior officers in the Foreign Office or Common-
wealth Relations Office have had no training in the subject and
have very little idea of anthropology’s potential utility. I have
found the same ignorance among international agency person-
nel, for frequently these people are simply former metropolitan
civil servants or executives from business who have had no spe-
cialized training for development work. They suffer some of the
same handicaps as applied anthropologists in that they do not
know sufficiently well what could be done. They know a good
deal about organization though little about the importance of
cultural variation. This Westernized experience and training
leads them naturally to emphasize economics, education, and
agriculture. Large issues are examined and explored, and an-
thropology appears to have little to recommend it.

Where anthropologists have been engaged on short-term as-
signments this, to me, seems to have denoted patronage rather

5. T. Balogh, The Economics of Poverty, Bristol, 1966, p. 324, and “The
Apotheosis of the Dilettante” in H. Dalton (ed.), The Establishment, Lon-
don, 1959, suggests that good civil servants possess well-developed dialecti-
cal powers rather than knowledge about the world. Writers on public ad-
ministration have made the same criticism (C. H. Sisson, The Spirit of
British Administration, London, 1959, pp. 23, 24). “"The public administra-
tor becomes a kind of ringmaster and strategist combined who must not
o_nly direct his program but also win support for it from the legislature,
from his own employees, from the public served, and from other govern-
mental agencies that must be satisfied” (M. E. Dimock, G. O. Dimock, and
L. W. Koenig, Public Administration, New York, 1960, p-37).
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than a desire to re-examine policy. However, given the outlook
and training of most applied anthropologists, a fundamental
change could not have been expected.

Terms of reference given an expert may in themselves be an
expression of policy rather than an invitation to research. The
way in which the problem is posed to the expert will determine
to some extent the possible range of responses. A national
agency may draw up terms of reference for all projects in a simi-
lar way; govemments may set up terms of reference as a politi-
cal defense mechanism. It is important for the expert to know
what he is accepting; he ought not to think always that he
knows better than his clients and that his only duty is to be a
scientist and produce the ‘truth.’

Inevitably the truth will have to comprehend not only the
technical sphere of the expert but the prevailing political and
social milieu. The terms of reference will not tell this, only expe-
rience and the results of thorough investigation can produce it.
The terms of reference that are given an expert are a kind of
symbolic recognition of this specialty and the kinds of things
that his profession does; using these guidelines, adjusting, ma-
nipulating, negotiating so that the expert can achieve the most
satisfying professional response means an expedition into the
nonexpert ‘gray’ area.

Development of personal sensitivity in this area is an adminis-
trative rather than an academic art—for this reason it is danger-
ous to pluck an academic, no matter how senior, from a
background where he is aware only of university politics, and
deposit him in the civil service milieu where things are very dif-
ferent though the need for competence in negotiating, for in-
stance, is no less important. It may be advisable for the individ-
ual professional to give his opinion on policy from time to time
but if he does not appreciate how the policy is made and
changed then this may be a fairly pointless exercise for expert
and government alike.

All this might appear very ‘common sensical’ but it is impor-
tant to say these things because there are quite contrary notions
of the proper role of the expert floating round in academic cir-
cles. In the first section of Applied Sociology, A. Gouldner, one
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of the editors, puts forward a social science viewpoint. His
notion is based on a set of related concepts about social science
and the nature of institutions. They come to the conclusion that
clients may not even appreciate their real problems and that
they may, albeit unconsciously, ‘resist’ the ‘correct’ courses of
action recommended by the social scientists. I believe this to
be dangerous.

My concem is not so much with the fact that these may be
logically interrelated statements ultimately susceptible to empir-
ical verification but rather with the ‘omniscience’ pretensions of
this approach. For here the sociologist is, in effect, saying he is
the one who knows and he is right. This is the very form of rea-
soning which led early anthropologists to suppose that through
sociological analysis alone they could produce valuable state-
ments about economics, for instance.

Therefore, in terms of the categories I introduced earlier, I
doubt the appropriateness of this view of the expert. If a theory
is built entirely of sociological bits and pieces and then tested in
the same manner it may well appear to be scientifically correct.
But then the recommendations must also fall within the ambit of
sociological experience. Analysis of a social situation is a vital
tool, but its utility is dependent upon consideration of the right
kinds of facts and experience. And right solutions are more a
matter of ideology than science. After all if Gouldner and Miller
were asked to consider a development problem they would
come up with one solution, but, are we to believe that the solu-
tions of other social scientists from other disciplines would be
the same as theirs?

The scholarly procedure, surely, is to consider the widest
range of facts, theories, and concepts. Considering the problems,
what grounds are there for continuing the university division of
labor? I do not see the time when social scientists can assume,
in terms of the perspective afforded by a single discipline, that
they are ‘right’ and anyone who ‘resists’ has some kind of psy-
chological ‘twitch.” If Gouldner and Miller were ‘right,' the
world would be run by sociologists. I am quite glad it is not.

Fact finding on an assignment or mission must be comprehen-
sive; it must extend into the nonexpert area. There are very su-
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perior experts, celestial creatures, who descend to deliver exper-
tise and jet back whence they came. Lesser experts reside in
‘specialist ghettoes’ while the information they need is being
produced, or they join the local civil service. Here, as I said be-
fore, I am concerned with some of the problems posed by de-
mands for information at short notice.

Individualism, and independence, during a fact-finding mis-
sion tend to lower the standing of an expert and may easily
prejudice his work. An individual (or group) who comes and
lives alone with his thoughts and then returns to draw up a re-
port has probably done a less than satisfactory job. During the
fact-finding phase an expert must become as far as possible a
functioning member of the local civil service; he needs to know
the personnel so that he appreciates their ability and capacity to
do things. More importantly, he needs to get to know the peo-
ple. These things help to inject reality into a plan. The host
country may have provided a tour, arranged stopovers, and so
on. All too often the only local people the expert meets are ser-
vants or selected individuals who often perform in a highly
structured context.

Do I deny the value and strength of the anthropological field-
work tradition? In a way I do. The impression given by the
literature 6 is that the fieldwork of the applied and the academic
anthropologist are quite similar. This is a very unrealistic assess-
ment. Traditional fieldwork techniques and methods are often
going to be of limited utility in development work.

In the first place let us consider the time element. Authorities
will often be unable to wait for the length of time it normally
takes an anthropologist to collect his data. Second, one must
consider its representativeness, a problem I have touched on
several times: how valuable is a community study going to be
to those concemed with national policy? Third, the researcher is
often going to be associated with authority, a state of affairs
fieldworkers have traditionally attempted to avoid. All of this
demands, if anthropologists are to meet administrative dead-
lines and sudden requests for information in times of crisis, a

6. See, for example, Foster, Applied Anthropology, pp. 66~71.
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thorough mastery of the literature that is available, the use of
knowledge gained from experience, and judgment, in an attempt
to satisfy the three categories I have mentioned. Economists do
not usually have the statistical data they require in order to be
completely scholarly and academic, and with respect to cultural
data anthropologists are often going to be in the same position.
A completely new anthropological approach to data collection is
required.

Assuming that the anthropologist is an area specialist, that he
knows what could be done, and also has knowledge of organiza-
tional delivery systems, what then? One may not have time for
comprehensive work, and the traditional approach would seem
impossible. Development proposals can be monitored for cul-
tural ‘fit.” Then it is probably going to be necessary for the an-
thropologist to arrive in the field with a number of specific theo-
retical ideas and to have these tested.

Rapport may never be established. Resentment has often
arisen among local civil servants as a consequence of the ex-
pert’s concern with his terms and conditions of service. One
UN.ES.C.O. adviser I knew on the teaching of English as a
second language was not as competent as a local officer receiv-
ing a fourteenth of the expert’s salary. Sometimes after the re-
ceiving country has agreed to provide a house, servants, office,
and transport for the expert, he arrives to find none of these
things available. Justifiably annoyed, he complains, and, as he
pries each of the promised things from the local administration,
he succeeds in emphasizing the luxury of his own circumstances,
and the fact that as an individual he appears more concemed
with his own comfort than the job. Technical people, for exam-
ple, are often less than tactful when they demand their legiti-
mate pound of flesh from the local government. It is a simple
though common facet of human nature that if a man is not liked
or respected then people will look closely at what the man has
to say, being quite ready to take him up on the smallest and
least important matter, and being delighted if they can fault his
work.

The development anthropologist may be associated with an
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agency or government that is unpopular. Early anthropological
monographs often give the impression that the fieldworker some-
how felt that he was invisible; contemporary research focuses
much more on the observer making an objective assessment of
the extent to which his presence may distort the data. In both
positions there is a degree of neutrality, a degree of noninvolve-
ment, so that even with the most modern fieldwork theories
there tends to be an assumption of neutrality. It is the analytical
rather than the personal role that is emphaslzed This is be-
lieved to be a necessary position if sensitive and confidential in-
formation is to be collected. Vital, if the researcher is to move
freely among factions or communities. For the development an-
thropologist things are more difficult.

The mission member is more visible in every sense than the
traditional fieldworker; the fact of employment is indicative of
the exercise of certain value choices; his work is definitely going
to affect people. An academic is reasonably free to choose which
facts he will consider, whereas the existence of public feeling
may place pressure on the development anthropologist to justify
his consideration of certain facts and omission of others. The
personality of the man suddenly becomes of more importance
than the character of his science. When matters of immediate
concern are breached, the general public, no matter in what so-
ciety, is not inclined to support the idea that there is such a
thing as a disinterested social science.

For the expert collecting facts there is a need for diplomacy,
seldom emphasized, because people seem to think that diplo-
macy is something practiced only by diplomats. This is not the
case. Diplomacy is a good way of doing business, a compound
of common sense and experience which has evolved through the
years with the object of minimizing the harmful potential of
nonexpert relations. I am not suggesting that all experts should
become diplomats. T am suggesting that it would be useful to
look for certain qualities in an expert, even when chosen for a
short-term assignment, and that the provision of some quasi-
diplomatic training or advice for experts might be valuable.

The existence of friction in university departments and the ex-
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periences of graduate students indicate that the professional an-
thropologist is not, by virtue of his study, any more gifted in
personal relationships than other mortals.

There is a need to emphasize calm, patience, good temper,
modesty, and loyalty.” Teamwork is no less important. These are
not only the qualities of a diplomat; they lie at the heart of good
extension work. Experts often overlook these points, often ap-
pearing to believe that technical proficiency is the most impor-
tant thing and that they should “call the shots as they see them.”
The history of applied anthropology is a good indication why
experts should not behave in this way. Texts on applied anthro-
pology (and sociology) imply that anthropologists are fairly per-
fect human beings who have little to leam from other disciplines
or professions. The expert, these texts suggest, should not regard
himself as responsible to his agency or civil service employees
but to his fellow anthropologists and his ‘science.” The result is a
sad situation where applied anthropologists cannot understand
why they should not be free to criticize administrators and why
again the intermational agencies virtually ignore anthropology.
This demonstrates the dangers of trying to tumn the developing
countries into an extension of a university department.

The impression given by an expert during fact finding is of
the utmost importance. This impression may carry considerable
weight when the completed report is received. It is important to
stress this because anthropologists do not have, as a class, a very
distinguished record in this sphere. At this point the civil serv-
ice is supreme, and civil servants are unlikely to do something
just because X urges it from a point of view of orthodoxy, espe-
cially if one or two ministers found X a rather tiresome person.
An economist who puts people’s backs up may achieve less in
the long run than a man who carries local opinion with him.
Flexibility, hard work, a good head for alcohol, and a fund of
anecdotes are probably of more importance than a long list of

publications that few civil servants will bother to read or try to
understand.8

7. Sir Erest Satow, Guide to Diplomatic Practice, London, 1932.
8. Sisson, Spirit of British Administration, pp. 23-37.
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A danger is that most civil servants are used to assuming that
an expert is competent. If he were not they assume he would
not have been sent. So that a great deal is inevitably placed on
personality when civil servants assess the value of expert advice.
A man who has not troubled to hide his disdain for lowly ad-
ministrators, and who then finds after he has made his survey
that he has to recommend an unpleasant course of action is
straining things. The expert who has taken the trouble to find
out how things work locally and who recommends a tough
course of action is in a better position because it is probable
that the senior civil servants will feel that the man made a good
impression all the wayv up the line.

Due to exigencies of time and space the allocation of effort
during fact collection on an advisory mission is, as I have sug-
gested, a more sensitive and delicate task than traditional field-
work. A number of suggestions can be made. The length of time
spent collecting data is no small consideration. While it is im-
portant not to reject the advice of senior officials in the capital,
it is also vital to get out to the rural areas. There the officials
will not only probably be pleased to see a visiting expert but
only too &]dd to put across their point of view without ‘vetting’
by senior civil servants in the capital. Perspective will be added,
not only because of the things seen and new people met, but be-
cause it will increase the expert’s feel for the situation and he
will not then easily succumb to taking the advice of urban offi-
cials who may well be out of touch. From such visits stems a
more accurate appreciation of the service and the country as a
whole, and a report can then be tailored to fit the capacity that
exists, and perhaps even the tensions that are to be seen be-
tween rural areas and the capital 9

Commercial people and government people in rural areas are
unlikely to tell an expert all they know at first meetmg—the\
naturally w orry lest this might be repeated verbatim in the capi-
tal. As a junior officer I remember meeting ‘high powered’ visit-
ing experts who asked me what I thought. I seldom said very
much since the experts were destined to return straight to the

9. Waterston, Development Planning, p. 288.
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capital to confer with my superiors. Alternatively a visiting
United Nations economist who spent a convivial evening in the
local club impressed a friend and me so much that we devoted a
day to showing him what the territory was really like. In ‘nor-
mal’” circumstances an anthropologist can guard against these
dangers because he can spend a fair amount of time in his com-
munity. But on a mission things are tremendously speeded up.
One must accept that fieldwork may not be of a very high stan-
dard.

The anthropologist need not assume the sole burden for fact
collection. It is in his interest to coordinate his research design
and inquiry with those of other mission members. The more
ideas, viewpoints, shared experiences, among mission members
the better. What is required is not so much kinds of information
directed toward the concerns of anthropology as data of rele-
vance to the total effort of the mission.

A good report will not only be clearly written but it will have
appraised local needs and local capacity to meet these needs to
the extent that a positive contribution to development will be
made by the plan. It will not merely be strong criticism of cur-
rent practices. A good report will spell out in fair detail what
ought to be done rather than making a blanket suggestion from
behind the authority of the mission or expert. It will not deal
with contentious matters and personalities in a way which
might give offense to serving officials, and sources of sensitive
information will not be identified.1®

Walinsky has given an admirable outline of the informational
characteristics of a high quality report: “(It) is clear because it
is understandable to those who must use it; timely because it
gets to them when they need it; reliable because diverse observ-
ers using the same procedures see it in the same way; valid be-
cause it is cast in the form of concepts and measures that cap-
ture reality; adequate because the account is full; and
wide-ranging because the major policy altematives promising a

10. The id_eul report does not ju(lge, evaluate, or criticize existing efforts; it
gives the facts and then makes recommendations. See Mary Parker Follett,

“The Hlusion of Final Authority,” Bulletin of the Taylor Society, X1 (Octo-
ber 1g26).
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high probability of attaining organizational goals are posed or
new goals suggested.” !! This statement in itself is a powerful
critique of applied anthropology. Many anthropological ac-
counts are unduly ‘jargonized’ and hard for laymen to under-
stand; the delay between fieldwork and analysis is often exces-
sive; there may be little agreement among anthropologists
regarding the appropriateness of recommendations; applied an-
thropology has only dwelt on an aspect of development reality;
the accounts are not full because the innovating organization is
ignored; and the major policy alternatives are not set out. De-
velopment anthropology has a long way to go before it becomes
useful. It is not enough to talk about applving knowledge. There
must emerge a much more pragmatic idea of how and why this
is done in development work.

Reports are required which dovetail into the local develop-
ment situation. Recognition is made of how things are seen by
those who will have to implement the plan; the character of the
local people who will have to live under the plan has been ca-
tered for; and the demands which will be made on the govern-
ment (if this should be accepted) have been assessed in human
as well as monetaryv terms. Reports which are suppressed, re-
jected, unacceptable, widely modified, or ‘commissioned’ or ‘in-
quired’” to death, may be truthful, may be technically excellent,
but, prima facie, they are evidence that the man has not done
his homework on the nonexpert side.

It is sometimes better to get a little done than nothing at all.

Social scientists have got to accept academic shortfalls in the
real world. Conditions will never be ideal, and the only place
for a full-blown, fully matured concept of academic freedom is
the university. To achieve progress there must always be com-
promise, and by this I do not mean that one can hope to be aca-
demic and practical at the same time. I may appear to labor this
point in an irritating manner though I do so only because I find
the continual extolling of academic virtues a consistently and
dangerously naive element in most applied texts.

The development anthropologist is going to be subject to au-

1. Ho ] Walinsky, Organizational Intelligence: Knowledge and Policy in
Governnient and Industry, New York, 1967, viil, ix.
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thority. If he disagrees, he can resign. But if he does not accept
the principle and continues to think of a higher academic loy-
alty, then he has no place in government or in an international
agency. It is the administrator, who has the training and the re-
sponsibility to weigh the evidence and the opinions of social sci-
entists, who is charged with decision-making. Too often applied
anthropologists give the impression they feel themselves quali-
fied to possess a decision-making capacity that they are not en-
titled to in their own country.

Some experts think that their report is the most important as-
pect of the assignment, a closely guarded secret like the shape
of next year’s model car. Then, when this report has been sub-
mitted, they feel that their responsibilities are at an end. It is
much better if some attempt is made to discuss tentative recom-
mendations locally. If the expert stresses at the time that these
are only ideas going through his mind it is more than likely that
he will be able to gauge possible local reaction, correct factual
errors and wrong assumptions, and take into account details
which he may have ignored. And it is not entirely satisfactory to
do this with senior civil servants, or heads of government, just
before departing. Lesser ranking civil servants are likely to feel
good things about being brought into the expert’s confidence at
all stages of the mission. Situations arise where everyvone is wait-
ing for a report like an examination result. Then when the re-
port is received the expert is not in the countrv or has left for
his next assignment. These situations, in my opinion, have been
badly managed.

The expert himself needs to be a teacher, not just a lecturer.
In many cases where the expert has not established very close
contact with civil servants in the host government the report is
received and for a time no person seems to have a very clear
idea of what ought to be done. The body of the document may
be split up into a large number of files for individual ‘action, es-
pecially where criticism of existing government policy is con-
cerned. It is unwise to offer strong criticism of a government,
because much time may be spent thinking up possible defenses
or possible answers to nasty questions in ‘the house’ or the legis-
lature.

If there is no organizing theme in the report then each section
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may be farmed out to the officer with agriculture, natural re-
sources, or other administrative responsibilities. He then liaises
with his opposite numbers in the technical ministry. All of this
uses time and weakens the prospects for implementation. Alter-
natively, an independent treasury can easily declare a report
unsound without going into too much detail. And, to imply that
the course of action suggested would be politically inappropri-
ate—though the researcher could not have been expected to
be aware of this—is the kind of ‘fast ball' that few inter-
national agencies are able to field.

Senior civil servants can emasculate virtually any report that
they dislike strongly.!? This is hard reality. Politicians may do
what they please but somehow things just do not work out.
Even where a report has the provisional support of all sections
in the developing country while the expert is present, there may
still be problems. An expert report needs expert assessment and
expert knowledge for implementation.

A single expert either reporting or assessing has a limited util-
itv in any development situation. This has obvious implications
for antlnopologlsts who often view their applied work in isola-
tion from the needs and concems of other development workers.
For vet another of the sins of neglecting nonexpert skills is the
denial of Parkinson’s Law,

Let me summarize. There are dangers inherent in engaging
experts, particularly from the universities, on short-term assign-
ments with no experience of government or agency work. Fail-
ure in the ‘nonexpert’ sphere could imperil the technical aspect
of a mission. Pitfalls might be avoided through adherence to
fairly: common sense rules. If agencies and governments are pre-
paled to invest heavily in the engagement of ‘experts’ then they
should take the extra precaution of selecting men with an eye
to nonexpert attributes. Experts should be given some kind of
orientation course which would not only dwell on the culture
horrors—i.e., when to burp and when not to, when not to eat
pork, when to wear shoes,—but would also deal with the struc-
ture of the receiving government’s civil service and how things
get done there.

12. G. E. Strauss, The Ruling Sercants, London, 1961, and E. N. Gladden,
The Essentials of Public Administration, 1961 ed., give a number of examples.
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Economists and Development Planning

Economic development, in the sense that the term is used by
economists, has largely been ignored by npp]ied anthropologists.
It is to authors such as Firth, Belshaw, and Salisbury (see bibli-
ography) that we must give the credit for any advances that
have been achieved. Academically, economic anthropologists
show an ability to achieve a mucl; deeper appreciation of the
functioning of peasant and ‘primitive’ economic systems than
could be achieved by anthropology or economics alone. Eco-
nomic anthropology has been making gigantic strides in recent
years and if current progress is maintained it should not he too
long before governments and international agencies actively rec-
ognize—a number of social scientists now do—the vital dimen-
sion that anthropology could add to the planning process. How-
ever, there are still a number of development planners who see
economists going it alone.

Economists have devoted painfully little time to their man-
dates for allocation.! It is, | think, st;'etching the imagination to
suggest that the restructuring of society has little to do with
‘morality,” and few anthropologists would agree with this posi-

1. Albert Waterston in his account of the World Bank's experience, Devel-
opment Plunning; The Lessons of Experience, Baltimore, 1965, pp. 8. 9.
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tion. People all over the world are having their lives affected to
varving degrees by the prescriptions of development economists,
and it is of the utmost importance to examine this notion of a
value-free science, free from ethnocentrism, because it simply al-
locates in order to secure the maximum economic advantage.

When we examine the notion that the economist is simply at-
tempting to make the most advantageous allocation, being
solely concerned with the relationship between means and ends,
we see immediate difficulties. For example, there is a lively de-
bate on whether or not education ought to be considered an in-
vestment.2 The idea that one can plan an educational system,
gearing the kinds of education to the types of manpower needed
at a particular time but without any sense of moral purpose, is
an odd one. Another example is in the sphere of fiscal policy.
Fiscal measures are sometimes designed to force participation in
a market economy.? The assumption is that involvement with a
Western money economy will succeed in establishing a new pat-
tern of preferences* A few economists have handed out these
doses of medicine to a wide number of countries, a practice that
has caused colleagues to accuse them of ‘quackery.’® These are,
of course, extreme examples, and, though they illustrate dangers,
they could not be held representative of development econo-
mists in general. And such issues are ignored in anthropology.

However, I would maintain that there is a certain lack of sen-
sitivity toward social issues among economists who have ig-
nored the relevance of anthropology. Little attention has been
paid to what the people themselves might actually want. Nor is
there any systematic attempt to find out how the people them-
selves would like to participate in the growth process. This
should be of the utmost practical importance. 1 don't think I'm

2. These issues are discussed in T. Balogh, The Economics of Poverty,
Bristol, 1966, pp. 103~104. A different view is given by T. W. Schultz,
The Economic Value of Education, New York, 1963.

3. N. Kaldor, “will Underdeveloped Countries Learn to Tax?” Foreign Af-
Sairs, January 1963.

4- J. 8. G. Wilson, An Economic Survey of the New Hebrides, London,
196s5.

5. D. Seers, “Why Visiting Economists Fail,” Journal of Political Economy,
August 1962.

6. Waterston, Development Planning
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preaching to the converted; books on development economics
mention little anthropology; books on economic anthropology
have little to say about development economics.

A difference exists between a self-regulating market economy
and an economy which is regulated by government interven-
tion.? Import quotas, export bonuses or taxes, licenses, persona]
and business taxation are a consequence of advice received from
economists. Choice of projects may be hard, or choice of sectors
for investment may be hard, but in all cases there is a selective
process for projects, and a ranking system for their evaluation.
Choice involves the exercise of values by the economist which
are not always related to economy or efficiency. Selection of
what to maximize or what to minimize is always linked to val-
ues, and the values of the economist are not always going to be
those of the people he seeks to aid.

Economists working in the developing countries can often ab-
rogate to themselves the right to determine the nature of the de-
velopment process in a country, the way of life that the people
must be persuaded to adopt as a consequence, and the length of
time that this process should take. Privately, some economists
pay attention to the importance of cultural variation, but this
also needs to be emphasized in some of the development eco-
nomics literature. For example, the economist Kindleberger says:
“There is enough in economic development for sociologists and
economists to study in their own disciplines without the need to
argue the primacy of one subject over another . . . It is entirely
understandable if the psychologists, psychiatrists, sociologists,
and cultural anthropologists proclaim the dominance of cultural
and social aspects over the economic. This attitude is to be ex-
pected and conveys no information.” 8 The issue is not one of
primacy but one of recognition.

Development economists admit that theories about how
growth takes place are fragmentary .9 Statistics, particularly, are
seldom satisfactory in a developing country—or in many ad-

7. See W. Firey, Law and Economy in Planning, Austin, 1965,

8. Kindleberger, Economic Development, New York, 1965, pp. 38-39. 18.

9. Waterston, Dceuvelopment Plunning, p- 7: A. K. Cairncross, Factors in
Economic Development, London, 1962, pPp- 272—291.
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vanced economies for that matter—and it will be a matter of
some vears before adequate records can be obtained.!® So it is
hard to construct reliable mathematical models. But even among
economists themselves there is growing appreciation that where
model building has been attempted, sums «lone are inadequate
because no matter how elegantly they solve a problem or point
to a fruitful course of action, the answer must be determined by
real life situations which often turn out to be very different.!!
‘Econopoly.” the domination of development planning by econo-
mists, may not be the best solution. Anthropologists who feel
that administrators dominate planning should read some develop-
ment economics.

Since there is no single way to achieve growth, the planning
process is often reduced to a matter of opinion. There is no sure
way of knowing what will happen, how people will react, how
events will change. A good plan remains fairly flexible, it has
built-in recognition of the fact that planning is largely a process
of trial and error. Some economists admit that there is nothing
very abstruse or difficult about theorv underlying the planning
process.‘2 It does seem important, in making a plea for more in-
terdisciplinary work, to stress (a) that economists do not have
any comprehensive theory to cover the social change process
that a few claim pre-eminence in administering, and (b) that
despite the elegance and complexity of mathematical models they
have been rejected by many economists because they are non-
operational. But despite all this, Waterston of the World Bank
maintains that “since the core of a central planning agency’s
work is to ascertain choices for using resources, a task which is
basically economic, a planning agency’s greatest need is for
economists,” 13

The strength of an economic adviser lies in his familiarity
with the kinds of data he works with; he can recognize signs

10. P. Bauer and B. Yamey, The Economies of Underdeseloped Countries,
London, 1957; Waterston, Development Planning, pp. 198—200.

11. H. Morganstern, On the Accuracy of Lummnu Observations, Prince-
ton, 1963; D. Riesman, “The Suburban Dislocation,” The Annals of the
American Academy of Political Science, November 1967.

12. Cairncross, Factors, pp. 272—-291.

13. Waterston, Development Planning, p. 517.
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and indications of things that are happening or about to hap-
pen; he has developed judgment and a feel for the situation; his
analysis may be more careful and his proposals more compre-
hensive than those who are not schooled in his discipline.!4

Interpretation is often a matter of general knowledge. In a de-
velopment situation the economist alone may not always have
this general knowledge. E. E. Hagen makes the admission that
“economic development also requires human qualities that we
do not know how to affect.” !5 Lord Balogh, for example, makes
several references in his book on development economics to the
fact that a particular plan was poor ‘sociology.” 16 But in Water-
ston’s authoritative exposition of the World Bank’s planning ex-
perience the need for anthropology or sociology is not even
mentioned.?”

Economists do not sufficiently appreciate that there is a differ-
ence between providing means for people to improve their per-
sonal material positions in life, means which they need not
accept, and providing means which must be accepted because
they must be applied in a predetermined manner.

Economists can dictate that airports be of a certain construc-
tion, that indigenous housing be of a certain design,!® that chil-
dren in schools learmn certain subjects. But there is a difference
between an objective set of criteria for annual growth, and the
subjective image that people themselves may have of their cir-
cumstances.!® This important distinction is something that econ-
omists are, I think, not themselves equipped to handle through
training or experience. It is vital that development planners

14. Cairmncross, Factors, pp- 271-292.

15. The Economics of Decelopment, Cambridge, Mass., 1968, p. 484.

16. Economics of Poverty.

17. Waterston, Decelopment Planning. Nor is the position any different in
the country surveys by LR.B.D. published for the Bank by the johns Hop-
kins Press, Baltimore.

18. See, for example, The Economic Development of the Territory of
Papua and New Guinea, issned by an LR.B.D. mission, Baltimore, 1965,
PP 354—361. Incidentally, this repornt completely ignores the work of the
Australian National University’s New Guinea Research Unit. (The unit’s
first Bulletin was published in April 1963.)

19. H. Myint, The Economics of Developing Countries, London, 1965, p.
19, makes this valuable point.
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help here. Economies of what and for what is a cultural rather
than a purely mathematical problem.

Criticism of development economics can, I think, be justified
when we find some economists who claim omniscience when
they allocate. These economists would appear to ignore the fact
that economic decisions affect social development—and vice
versa. Economic and social aspects of reality are inseparable.20

The kinds of information an anthropologist can supply could
be very useful to the economist. Some economists, realizing that
something has to be done to improve prediction, have decided
to “leave the rigor of economic models and turn to economic
history, sociology, and personality theory.”2! We can work to-
gether with value profiles; we can find out what people think
and want, and what they say they are likely to do; we can trans-
late what might be done into terms which real people under-
stand; and we can think of ways in which they can let us know
what they would like to be done. We have no magic but it is
probably better to have this information than not.

Anthropologists know a good deal about real people, though
their theories of change are fragmentary; economists know a
good deal about economizing in the substantive sense, and
would perhaps be more effective if they took account of real
people. Neither side has any magic. But cultural knowledge of a
people and knowledge of an economic process should, if joined,
be an cffective combination. Anthropologists know where peo-
ple have come from in terms of their cultural antecedents, econ-
omists know where people could end up in terms of their eco-
nomic future, and what is needed from both disciplines is a
contribution for the present. As Malinowski wrote in his intro-
duction to H. I. Hogbin's Latw and Order in Polynesia (London,
1934, Xxxi): “Never . . . forget the living, palpitating flesh and
blood organism of man which remains somewhere at the heart
of every institution.” Another comment by an anthropologist is
also relevant: “When, however, cconomic theory moves from the
realm of pure abstraction to analysis and description of the be-

20. Waterston, Decelopment Planning, p. 528.
21. Hagen. Economies of Development, p. 481.
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haviour of people in any specific society, then additional as-
sumptions must be inserted into the argument. The objection
that can be legitimately raised against some aspects of economic
analysis is that such assumptions, which should be explicit and
based upon empirical study, are often only half explored and
based upon some vague general notions of what is the local
norm of behavior . . . how does one arrive at the idea that it is
good or correct to assume a regularity in the system of wants?
Only ultimately from some observation of the behavior of
people.” 22

If the aid-givers stipulate that anthropological research is a
necessary and useful part of project feasibility studies, prelimi-
nary planning, and re-evaluation processes, then it will be done.
‘Banker’s rules’ operate in this connection. The banker sets con-
ditions, and recognition of anthropology is hardly likely to cause
great fuss.

This whole area shows what can happen when we stop assum-
ing that the whole world can be interpreted according to the
canons of anthropological research. I do not think anyone could
claim that applied anthropologists played a major, or even a
minor, role in this progress. And the question is raised as to why
similar developments have not taken place with respect to agri-
culture, education, and law for instance. Though I believe the
need to be great, I do not deal with agriculture or education
here, though 1 hope to in the near future. Instead I have a few
observations to make on legal matters. We go from the brightest

prospect in the anthropology of development to the most dismal
view.

22. R. Firth, The Elements of Social Organization, 2nd cd., Boston, 1964,
pPp- 128, 129.



IX

Legal Anthropology: The Need for

an Anglo-American Legal Dimension

Recent intellectual ferment in the anthropological profession has
stressed that academics ought to be more ‘concerned,’ that their
knowledge ought to produce some positive benefit. Can the
kinds of knowledge necessary for social amelioration be derived
from conventional academic inquiry? Or, put another way, can
conventional academic inquiry be carried on in the processes of
social amelioration? Anyone wishing, for example, to explore the
ways in which anthropological knowledge could assist in the re-
vision, drafting, or understanding of the kinds of legislation
called for by modernization or even the preservation of a dis-
tinctive cultural heritage has no substantial foundation on which
to build.

Why should this be? One reason might be thought to lie in
the fact that few anthropologists have had formal legal training;
another, in the fact that the kinds of things studied by anthro-
pologists have been far removed from the legislative process.
Neither reason fits the facts adequately. But to get the facts one
must see what has been done on the purely academic side, to
see whether or not a concerned research strategy would require
a radical departure from existing practice.

87
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I want to indicate several weaknesses in the ethnography of
law, and make some recommendations for the development of
the subject. T want to examine the kinds of information that are
useful to the lawyer and at the same time to indicate how
greater cooperation between the two professions might help to
make development and academic work more effective.

The legal anthropologists” obsession with model building and
comparative work has, I think, preceded satisfactory analysis of
particular societies and their law. I concentrate on the work of
Pospisil and Hoebel (see bibliography) since it is fairly repre-
sentative of what legal anthropologists have been trying to do.
Most of the enterprise in the ethnography of law has been of a
presumed legal situation which anthropologists have tried to ex-
plain by using an ideal type. Anthropological monographs on
law tend to have, as a primary aim, verification of the particular
author’s definition of what constitutes law. My concern, looking
at legal anthropology, must, therefore, begin with models of law
or universalistic definitions of law in terms of their legal and an-
thropological validity.

It is surely necessary for legal anthropologists to study more
law than they have done. Why has legal anthropology been so
little influenced by Anglo-American law? While one cannot ex-
pect legal anthropologists, as a class, to have the professional
competence of a lawyer, one can reasonably ask that when an-
thropologists use terms which have precise and special mean-
ings for lawyers, they take the trouble to acquaint themselves
with these special meanings. Terms like theft, contract, tort, and
homicide are used in a very loose way by anthropologists with-
out any real attempt systematically to define and order their
constituent elements. ’

It will continue to be hard for legal anthropologists to know
when their comments, on their own or others’ law, are either
original, valid, or useful, until they do the necessary legal home-
work. Anthropologists, widely thought of as knowing about law,
have evidently not studied very much law, or at least not under-
stood it. We must spend some time examining the ‘universalistic’
law definitions of Hoebel and Pospisil. Anthropologists have not
gained any systematic appreciation of the development of West-
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ern legal analvsis. Criminal law, evidence, contract, torts, and
administrative law, in the sense that these branches of law are
understood and used in our courts, find no systematic or rigor-
ous expression in the work of legal anthropologists. Indeed, little
attempt has been made to examine the potential utility of An-
glo-American law. Even for Gluckman, the most perceptive of
the legal anthropologists, the need to incorporate the ap-
proaches of Western lawvyers is at best a profession of faith, like
the need to conduct interdisciplinary research. He never really
gets down to it. It is not too harsh a verdict to conclude that the
main utility of Anglo-American legal concepts has been the sup-
ply of chapter headings, such as “Criminal Law” and “Civil
Law” in books written by legal anthropologists.

Hogbin and Schapera! provide good examples of what I
mean. There is really no attempt, as Laura Nader suggested
when she surveved the field generallv,2 to contrast the various
aspects of the primitive svstem against the “"familiar backdrop of
Western European Law.” It seems fairly pointless to set up
chapters with headings such as "Criminal Law” suggesting that
the Anglo-American legal “backdrop’ is to be used, when during
the ensuing exposition it is obvious that the writer has only
a vague idea about what our law is in the West. The facts are
not only of omission—there is also unwarranted presumption.
Hoebel and Pospisil 2 begin by saying how a definition of law has
eluded legal scholars through the ages and then, rather mod-
estly, each shows how he, and anthropology, has a ‘working def-
inition.” Anthropology is for these authors, the way of looking at
things: readers are given the impression that a careful analysis
of Anglo-American categories of law, though commendably eru-
dite, is not really necessary for legal analysis of primitive socie-
ties.

The legal anthropologists’ prejudice against Anglo-American
law has no real empirical base. They perpetuate the mistaken
1. Ho L Hogbin, Law and Order in Polynesie, London, 1934; 1. Schapera,
A Handbook u[ Tswana Law and Custom, London, 1955.

2. L. Nader, "The Anthropological Study of Law” in The Ethnography of
Latw, Ameruun Anthropologist, Special Publication, L. Nader (ed) 1965,

3- A. E. Hocbel, The Law of Primitive Man, New York 1968: L. Pospisil,
l\upuuk(ul l’upuum and Their Lawe, New Haven, 1958.
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idea that comparative work must always compare two or more
other societies. Why not ‘us’ and ‘them™ 4 Legal anthropology
could not meet this kind of challenge because too little is known
about ‘our’ law. None of the anthropological definitions of law
are, in fact, genuinely universal. The attempt by anthropologists
to define ‘law’ or universal characteristics of law has its correla-
tive: “The very attempt of economic analysis to build a theory of
universal validity, to avoid any and all psychological commit-
ments takes it into the path of operational meaninglessness.”
Karl Llewellyn recognized this definitional trap and strongly ad-
vised Hoebel against attempting a definition of law.$ Hoebel
went ahead. I deal with his attempt later. The cooperation be-
tween Llewellyn and Hoebel was in the classic interdisciplinary
tradition: Llewellvn knew little anthropology and Hoebel knew
little law.7

The word “jurisprudence’ has conflicting meanings in the an-
thropological literature. At times the term is employed to refer
to a philosophy or theory of law, or an analytical scheme:
though there are occasions when it is used loosely to refer to the
‘nuts and bolts” of law. Anthropologists often point out that
Western legal experience is inapplicable to primitive law sys-
tems or that its imposition may distort data.8 If a jurist dealing
with Western law, with no training in anthropology, makes a
statement which is not appropriate to the circumstances of sim-
pler societies, then sometimes all his work tends to get dismissed
by legal anthropologists.? But legal anthropologists have not
paid careful attention to the kinds of juridical thinking that
might be cross-culturally applicable. In other words, the legal
anthropologists, after the fashion of Herskovits’s criticism of the
4. See M. Gluckman, Politics, Law and Ritual in Tribal Socicty, Chicago,
1965, p. 209.

5- M. J. Herskovits (ed.), Economic Anthropology, New York, 196s, p. 45,
quoting G. Papandreou.

6. W. Twining, “The Works ol Karl Llewellyn,” The Modern Law Review,
xxxi, March 1968.

7. 1bid.

8. Nader, “The Aunthropological Study of Law;” P. Bohamnan, Justice and
Judgment Among the Tiv, London, 1957, p. 70.

9. Hoebel, The Law of Primitive Mun, New York, 1968, pp. 18—28: Pospisil,
Kapaukau.
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economist Marshall, have criticized lawyers who had made no
real attempt to apply their findings cross-culturally.!® Why
should economic anthropology draw on the work of economists
and legal anthropology ignore, or virtually do so, Anglo-Ameri-
can law?

Hoebel and Pospisil 1* imply that their universal definitions of
law are an advance on what Western jurists have written. It is
time their work was put in legal perspective because legal an-
thropologists seem to live in a world of their own. How do these
definitions really stack up against the lawyers’ own efforts?
Bodin and Hobbes both believed force was an essential compo-
nent of law. They did not distinguish law as a methodological
postulate, an analvtical device, apart from actual events. Austin
appreciated the idea of sovereignty as an analytical construct; a
series of assumptions linked his concepts together.1? His scheme
was at times confused since he located sovereignty in different
places; he assumed the habitual obedience of men. Kelsen suc-
ceeded in theory in separating the normative and actual orders,
putting forward his ‘basic legal norm,” a method of achieving
their reconciliation. He stressed that law be viewed as a holistic
construct.

In Kelsen’s theory, force is the prerogative of the collectivity
rather than discrete individuals. His normative proposition was,
if the law were broken, sanctions ought to be applied. Author-
itv, wherever located in society, had the right to apply force.
Legal events are systematized as a consequence of their having
this ‘ought to™ aspect; this fiction is simply an analytical device
for introducing order into a class of events. The scheme has no
influence on actual events, and although it must ultimately ex-
hibit a relationship with what actually happens, its validity is
not destroyed if, after a law is broken, force is not always ap-
plied. Kelsen can claim creation of a unified analytical system;
unified because the events all share this ‘ought to’ quality. It is

10. Herskovits, Economic Anthropology, pp. so9—-510.

11. Hoebel, The Law of Primitive Man, pp. 18-28; Pospisil, Kapaukau.
12. J. Austin, The Province of Jurisprudence Dctermined and the Uses of
the Study of Jurisprudence, London, 1954; G. Campbell, An Analysis of
Austin’s Lectures on Jurisprudence, 1917.
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an intellectual framework he creates for viewing actual events.
Kelsen reconciles the ideal and the actual orders with his ‘basic
legal norm.” Legality, or the norm, means the transformation of
power (or authority) into the law.13

This is a more sophisticated position than that of Hocebel who
makes the threat or actual application of force the ultimate test
of law.14 Hoebel denies or neglects the legal nature of psyvcho-
logical sanctions or the existence of administrative and interna-
tional law.1® Worse still, his scheme can be held void for uncer-
tainty, i.e., he does not really spell out the implications of
infraction being, as he says, “regularly met, ete.” What consti-
tutes regularity? This would have to be spelled out in detail,
and it is quite clear that Hoebel was unable to do this with any
precision. Compare for example the rather wooly description of
regularity in Llewellyn and Hoebel 18 with Hoebel's later bare
assertion of regularity without further explanation.!” What Hoe-
bel gives is simply an ‘ideal tvpe' in the Weberian sense of the
term, i.e., it is not to be found in empirical realitv. However, as
I show below, it is not even a very good or accurate or useful
ideal type. Weber at least regarded the individual as the only
true bearer of meaning. Hoebel and other legal anthropologists
ignored this notion. Nor would Weber have committed the error
Hoebel has of attempting to find an ideal type in empirical real-
ity.

Pospisil’s universalist definition is also similar to Kelsen's
m.ode.l. Pospisil, unlike Hoebel, spells out the consequences of
viewing law in terms of the opposition of ideal and actual or-
ders. Pospisil’s suggestion that Law consists of “principles ab-
stracted from the decisions of authorities,” 8—though during his

14. Hoebel, “Three Studies,” p- 28.

15. See Schwarzenburger in R.11. Code-Holland and G.
Law, Justice and Equity, London, 1967, pp. 168-17s.

16. K. N. Llewellyn und E. A, Haoebel, The Cheyenne Way, Norman,
Okla., 1941, pp. 286—289. ; ’

17. The Law of Primitive Man, p. 28.

18. Pospisil, “Law and Order,”
J. A. Clifton (ed.). Boston, 1968.

Schwarzenburger,

in Introduction to Cultural Anthropology,
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Kapaukau analysis he was not able to demonstrate any such
thing even allowing for dissonance between the ideal and the
actual—and Hoebel's idea that systematic use of force is always
present, raise a fundamental objection against ‘universalism.’
That is, that unlike Kelsen, neither Hoebel nor Pospisil nor Bo-
hannan succeed in doing anvthing other than implying the exis-
tence of a legal system. As Hugh Duncan says: “Acts are ‘inte-
grated,” their patterns ‘maintained,” or their structures ‘orga-
nized, but when we examine closelv how this organization
occurs we soon discover integration is assumed not demon-
strated.” 19 There are too many ‘irregular exceptions to the
definitions to give them any real heuristic power or any claim
to systematic behavior. Pospisil terms law as something to
do with principles. He was not able to specify exactly or even
systematically what these principles would be in particular
cases. Pospisil does not acknowledge the fact but this view or
definition of law had already been offered by Pound and other
jurists.2® A substantial portion of the book is given over to Pos-
pisil’s complaint that people have not followed principles.?!

The definitional approach is not only bad law it is also bad
anthropology. ‘Universal’ definitions of law—even Kelsen’s—all
somehow imply that law as a phenomenon is neither time-bound
nor culture-bound . . . “The cultural goals of the group, the so-
cial historv and personalities of its members, and the relation-
ships between them—the group’s cultural content—is not some-
thing to be ‘added’ in to any analytical scheme post hoc, but is
intrinsic to it . . . hence the march for universalistic proposi-
tions is ultmmtcl\ unpm(luctl\'e 22

Law need not be studied as an aspect of society, nor need the
concemns of the lawver and the anthropologist be thought irre-
concilable. Law can only be appreciated in relation to the wider
social context. It is society that controls law and not the reverse

19. H. Duncan, Symbols in Society, New York, 1968, p. 4.

20. Sce, for example, J. M. Derrett, Introduction to Modern Hindu Law,
Bombay. 1963, pp. 7—g.

21. See, for ex mnple pp- 161, 162.

22. 1’. Worsley, “Burcancracy and Decolonization,” The New Sociology

I. L. Horowitz (ed.). New York, 1g64. This, incidentally, is a rather 0(‘/(1
(mnnunt tor one who wrote The Trumpet Shall Sound (195/
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as is often suggested. Where public opinion changes and new
attitudes come into being we see a change in the operation of
law. Authorities responsible for prosecution may no longer be
willing to prosecute; those who try such offenses may grant dis-
charges where it is within their prerogative or use judicial dis-
cretion to shield the accused from the full rigor of the law.
There seem to me to be a number of similarities between ‘their’
legal system and ‘ours’ which suggest that Anglo-American con-
cepts might be useful in analysis. The courts in most societies
take some account of the character of the accused, the existence
of ‘mitigating circumstances’; and they look for mens rea (the
guilty mind) in many criminal cases. Cardozo pointed to the
fact that judicial decisions are at the same time acts of cultural
recognition: “He (the judge) must balance all his ingredients,
his philosophy, his logic, his analogies, his history, his customs,
his sense of right, and all the rest, and adding a little here and
taking out a little there, must determine, as wiselv as he can,
which weight shall tip the scales.” 23 Much of the conceptual
difficulty involved with ‘law’ stems from failure to stress suffi-
ciently that social change is involved.24 The change theories of
the lawyer are no more satisfactory than those of the anthropol-
ogist. What the courts will in fact do is impossible to predict
with precision. Law is an anthropological discipline where the
existence of rules and procedures might seem to provide a suffi-
ciently limited number of variables so as to make the legal fu-
ture more certain. If for ‘law’ we read ‘culture,” perspective is re-
stored.25

Other more serious methodological criticisms of a purely an-
thropological nature can be made of universalist definitions of
law. Two sets of books are kept. One sct deals with ‘jurispru-
dence, talks about ‘force,” ‘threat,’ ‘authority,” ‘regularity, ‘recip-
rocal relations,” ‘conflict resolution,’ ‘principles,” and other con-
23. B. N. Cardozo, The Nature of the Judicial Process, New Haven, 1922,
p- 162; M. Gluckman, The Judicial Process Among the Barotse of Northern

Rhodesia, Manchester, 1955, pp- 363, 364.
24. See Gluckman, ibid., p. 366.

25. See Code-Holland and Schwarzenburger, Law, Justice, and Equity, pp.

102-115, on the attempt by colonial judges to recognize indigenous cul.
tural principles.
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stituent elements that have been defined as ‘law.” The precise
nature of the relationships between the variables in any particu-
lar scheme is never specified. The notion of law used in relation
to, or derived from, these concepts is never more than a tenta-
tive or provisional assumption that must be empirically demon-
strated to be held valid. It never is. When anthropologists un-
derstand ‘law’ in terms of its being essentially concerned with
authority and conflict resolution, then a criticism leveled against
Durkheim is appropriate enough. “The meanings . . . must be
those constructed by the actors involved in their ‘natural cul-
tural habitat” rather than those constructed by the actors in re-
sponse to some ‘unnatural’ instrument with its own implicit as-
sumptions about the structure of meanings being studied.” 26 It
would, perhaps, be more true to say that such theorizing would
be useful if it could ultimately make events and situations more
meaningful for the actors involved. There must be, at some
stage, congruence between social science and real life explana-
tions.

This is an important point because most monographs give an
account of a presumed legal situation rather than a description
and analysis of social reality as it is perceived by the actors in-
volved in the situation. When Bohannan 27 maintains that law
must be distinguished from custom, and then proceeds to do this
with his notion of ‘double institutionalization’ and differing
‘realms,” we have a more subtle form of ‘universalism.” We have
a method which does not recognize the correct use of legal con-
cepts: lawyers believe that the Ianguage of the layman and the
jurist should mean the same thing.28 “Law is special”; it is “out
of phase with society”; “law must either grow to fit the custom

r it must actlvelv le]ect it”; “unicentric legal systems are em-
powexed to reach and enfoxce decisions”; “biocentric systems
must reach legal compromises that are sufficiently compatible
with both cultures as to be acceptable and ultimately enforcea-
26. J. D. Douglas, The Social Meanings of Suicide, Princeton, N.J., 1967.
Pp‘ 253—254.

27. P. Bohannan, “The Differing Realms of Law,” American Anthropolo-
gist, Special Publication, L. Nader (ed.), 1965.

28. A. W. B. Simpson, “The Analysis of Legal Concepts.” Law Quarterly
Review, Ixxx (1964).
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ble from the two power centers.” The definitional problem fi-
nally leads to this tortured distinction: “Customs are norms or
rules . . . about the ways in which people must behave if so-
ciety is to endure.” “Some customs are reinstitutionalized at an-
other level: they are restated for more precise purposes of legal
institutions.” Bohannan assumes that law is about social control,
but then goes on to say that one form of social control is legal,
the other nonlegal.

A kinship system ‘invented’ by the anthropologist tells us
something about the ways in which people actuallv order this
experience, it encapsulates the meanings that certain forms of
social organization have for the people concerned. But where is
the society where people organize their experience in the man-
ner suggested by Bohannan? He does not sufficiently stress that
this model is an ideal type which will never be found in reality.
Legal concepts are not to be divorced from social reality. Legal
activity is social activity. Instead of analvzing the social mean-
ings of the situation Bohannan has himself invested legal con-
cepts with meaning and as a result of this he attempts to ‘make
sense of the situation.” A basic defect with this kind of theoriz-
ing is that it yields a universal social science meaning rather
than a particular cultural meaning. The universal should be con-
structed from particulars rather than, as is too often the case
at present, particulars being ‘explained’ by the universal. Ideal
type legal models compounded of typical traits ought not to be
confused with ethnographic models constructed on a basis of
common or average characteristics.

The other set of books deals with cases of ‘procedure’ at the
expense of social reality. It involves an attempt to derive anthro-
pological information from a legal analysis alone. “Cases are of
course themselves no substitute for sound theorv: but they are
H_lﬁ’ writer's and the reader's only means of checking on the theo-
rizing” (my emphasis).29 Theory means “thinking thus. in nicer

terms because the terms themselves are not ambiguous” (Imv em-
phasis).30

29. Hocebel,

. The Law of Primitive Man, p. 45.
30. Ibid.,

P- 63. quoting Llewellyn.
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A possible criticism of the trouble case technique is that it is ‘anec-
dotal,” in the sense that crises are often not typical of ordinary life and
that the cases selected for intensive analysis may well be untypical
even of crisis. By concentrating on the unusual a writer may give a
distorted picture of the culture he is studying. This is especially likely
if the epoch-making case is preferred to the ‘petty rows, the routine
law-stuff.’ Fm’thermore if each case is to be analyzed in detail and
depth, only a relatively small sample is likely to be used, with a corre-
sponding decrease in the chance of its bemg representative. These
would be valid criticisms of a work which relied on this method to
the exclusion of all others. 31

An attempt to undertake a purely legal analysis as opposed to
the more broadly based inquiry of the anthropologist carries
with it great dangers and cannot be expected to yield the same
kinds of information. What such approaches amount to—and
this applies particularly to Pospisil as well as Hoebel's use of
the case method—

is the use of [cases] to illustrate general points and the use of general
points to illustrate cases. The general points are neither tested nor
made specific. They are adapted to the [cases], as the arrangement of
the [cases] is adapted to them . . . These logical tricks are used to
give apparent structural, and historical, and psychological meaning to
studies which by their very style of abstraction have eliminated such
meaning,.

Concentration on the case method or on ‘principles” has been at
the expense of appreciating the individual subjective mean-
ings.32

Why should Hocbel commend Hohfeld's scheme and yet fail
to use it consistently himself? 33 In fact he uses Hohfeld to ex-
plain the cases in the earlier part of his book and then uses the
cases to explain the law later on after the fashion of Mill's “ab-
stracted empiricism.” “Hohfeld’s analysis makes [ ‘laws’] unambig-
uously clear. Hohfeld's fundamental concepts fit not only the
fundamental legal relations, but also the fundamentals of any

31. Twining, "Karl Llewellyn.”

32. C. Wright Mills, The Sociological Imagination, New York, 1959.
Gluckman, Politics, Law and Ritual, pp- 191-193.

33. Hoebel, The Law of Primitive Man.
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complex of normative or imperative social reciprocity” (my em-
phasis).3* In other words the Hohfeld scheme cannot indicate
what law is. The model is an ‘ideal type’ and not always an
accurate one at that when one tums to analysis of ‘typical’ legal
relations, even in Western societies.3% Hoebel's ‘abstracted empir-
icism’ is quite obvious. For the first part of the book (pp. 67—
126), principles are used to illustrate the cases; in the middle
portion (pp. 126-210), cases are used to produce principles;
then in the final section dealing with Ashanti law, Hoebel reverts
to using principles to illustrate cases. Little attention is paid to
the wider context, the subjective meanings as they ramify through
the total beliefs and values of the various societies. The result is
an analysis of an ‘ideal type’ divorced from society reality. And
Hoebel, beyond his bare assertions of what ‘law’ is, is unable to
illustrate the validity of his definition in a real life situation.

Pospisil’s study of the Kapaukau aims to “demonstrate with
the help of Papuan data the effectiveness of a theorv of law for-
mulated on the basis of a comparative study of thirtv-two cul-
tures and a survey of an additional sixty-three.” 36 [t is an even
more classic case of ‘abstracted empiricism’ than Hocebel's analy-
sis. Why Pospisil’s theory could not have stood on its own after
such impressive preconditioning, and why it needed the Kapau-
kau study, is a mystery. It is one thing to accept an ethnogra-
pher’s account of what he believes has happened in the field
supported by data one can examine, but it is surely a totally dif-
ferent matter to accept opinion multiplied thirty-two times with-
out any evidence at all. Under these rules there is nothing to
prevent me from saying that I have undertaken a cross-cultural
comparison of one hundred societies and a survey of an addi-
tional sixty-nine and I find Pospisil wrong. His theorizing is
very weak and it is rather surprising that his conclusions have
not been challenged before.

Pospisil’s analysis of legal cases shows how specific knowledge
of Anglo-American law might be useful. “One may still defend
an exclusive study of the rules by pointing out that the devia-

34. Ibid., p. 63.
35. R. WM. Dias, Jurisprudence, London, 1964, pp. 226-249.
36. Pospisil, “Law and Order,” p- 3
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tions in the results are due to aggravating as well as alleviating
circumstances and to situations not defined in the rules. The rest
of the cases which do not reflect corresponding rules may be la-
belled as showing injustice on the part of authority.” 37 Pospisil
completely ignores the subjective individual meanings of the sit-
uation and he orders the data without any discernible rules.
The cases which Pospisil uses to support this assertion all in-
volve ‘authority” in the shape of a chief or headman as defen-
dant (save one, where the data he gives is completely inconclu-
sive).38 What we see in fact, if we wish to see whether
Anglo-American law could be useful, is an inability to take legal
action in tort against authority. This position is no different in
law from the state of affairs in England prior to 1947. Prior to
enactment of the Crown Proceedings Act of 1947 in England, a
subject could not sue the Crown in tort, save in cases where the
Crown gave permission for the suit.3® This is a matter of politi-
cal expediency, the same kind of expediency that gives diplo-
mats immunity during their public service.40

Or take Pospisil's case no. 25.41 In this case a young man seized
the breasts of an unmarried girl, an offense which warranted a
fine of 2Km. The authority, amused by the youth’s clumsy at-
tempt to seduce the girl, paid the fine himself, and then advised
the boy on the arts of seduction. Pospisil says rather stiffly “the
authority’s action is not just.” 42 In English law a man might
bring and win a case under the strict letter of the relevant act or
statute. The spirit behind the law asserts itself through the
awarding of ‘contemptuous damages.” Such damages acknowl-
edge that the case has been won but emphasize that the case
ought never to have been brought to court.#3 The headman in
this case obeys the letter of the law but he shows by his treat-

a7. 1bid., p. 251.

38. Ibid., pp. 139—143.

39. R F. V. Heuston (ed.), Selmond on the Law of Torts, London, 1965,
pp- 63-67.

40. See also M. Barkun, Law Without Sanctions, New Haven, 1968, on
law without sanctions.

41. Pospisil, “Law and Order,” pp. 161, 162.

g42. 1hid.

43. Heuston, Law of Torts, p. 734.
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ment of the boy that the case ought never to have been brought
in the first place.

Pospisil’s attributes of law—authority, universal application,
ob]igation, sanction—when applied to Kapaukau data lead him
to suggest that 44 out of 126 cases were nonlegal.#* But the Ka-
paukau cannot say what Pospisil's ‘legality’ means to them, if
anything at all. All notions of social reality have been subordi-
nated to the quest for a universal definition. Llewellyn was more
sensitive to the needs of anthropology than Pospisil. 5 Too much
time and effort has been wasted on the search for this Holy
Grail. Pospisil unwittingly attempted the impossible: he like
Hoebel attempted to find an ideal type in empirical reality.

Bohannan says: “One of the best wayvs to perceive . . . ‘laws’is
to break up the law into smaller components, capable of attach-
ing to persons . . . and so to work in terms of rights and duties.
The relationships between law and custom, law and morals, law
and anything else can be seen in a new ]ight. In fact, if it is not
carried too far . . .”46 The last is a major point. Can Hohfeld's
analysis be distinguished from the position of the Mﬂlinof’&'skian
“reciprocalists” 47 or made to work in an unencyclopedic way
other than by illegitimately and intuitively, preju(lging what
constitutes law? It is only if one knows what constitutes law
that Hohfeld’s schemes can be made to have any use at all. An,d
too few legal anthropologists have appreciated tl_mt H9hfelds
scheme is another ideal type which may not be found in real-
ity 48 And, as I have said, anthropologists who have 1156’(_1 the
universaljst approach have never really proved wha‘t law is. In
fact, each universalist disagrees with the theory of everybody
else.

A major irony is that the anthropological critics of VV.estem
jurisprudence have transplanted most of its supposed attributes

44. Pospisil, “Law and Order,” Pp- 257, 272.
45. Twining, “Karl Llewellyn.”
46. Bohannan, “The Differing Realms of Law.” .

47. B. Malinowski, “Introduction to H. L Hogbin.” Law and Order in
Polynesia, 1934.

48. On ‘ideal types,’ see Douglas, Social Meanings o Suicide, p- 237, and
R. Aron, Main Currents in Sociological Thought, vol. 11, New York. 1970.
pPp- 244—270.
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—in disassociated and haphazard form admittedly—such as
force, certainty, and conflict, without being aware of their own
ethnocentrism. When Nader mentioned the familiar chapters on
contracts, torts, etc., she overlooked the fact that, as far as I can
see, no anthropologists except Gluckman have ever made use of
the standard works of Western lawyers devoted to contracts,
torts, etc., in our society. Gluckman believes “the very refine-
ment of English Jurisprudence makes it a better instrument for
analysis.” He says that “gaps exist because I did not think of the
ms when I was working among the Barotse and hence did
llect the information I might have. If I point out these
gaps other anthropologists may collect the appropriate data.” *9
He bas not followed this refinement consistently for example
in his treatment of contract.5® He uses contract in the broad
sense that most legal anthropologists do, something that is little
- than agreement. Yet it would surely be an advantage for
e sologists to look for the ingredients our own courts look
anthm{‘.m, ser looking at contract would ask what the constituent
for. A ;s ire- Offer: how must this be made? Acceptance: how
eleme?}]is‘be signified? Capacity to enter into legal relations:
must he parties to the contract the legal ability to enter into an
have “enlt? Consideration: must both parties receive something
agl'eelmep Consensus ad idem: are both parties really in agree-
of valu 'out the subject matter of the contract?5! The aim is
men.t a nd anthropologists could well have found out a great
clarlt}’”‘asking such questions without fear of distortion. The
deal >'rht be said of other branches of Western law which
same Iﬂ;;c;rol)o]ogjsts have ignored.
le al n)ﬂ. examples of what one might term ‘middle range’ theo-
Othert he Jawver's analytical concepts of mens rea, the guilty
ries are d (,C,,,;- reus, the action. Lawyers distinguish between
mind, an and mens rea 52 and try to use mens rea and actus

prob]e
not co

ates
nenta] stat '
! itics, Low and Ritual, pp. xiv, sv,

-1—203-

. ). 171 L s Enalic . . .

”")llli-m; Anson, Principles of the English Law of Contract, Oxford.,

. Wi ‘“-ith interesting examples. how these elements are looked for
oS-

6 B _sh

Jish law of contract. | o
h E];P (.‘ Tamer (ed.). Kennys Outlines of Criminal Law, Cambridge.
Ww. G
52. J-
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reus together. It is this point which makes the analysis of the
jurist similar to that of the anthropologist: the jurist does not
dwell exclusively on mens rea or actus reus; like the anthropolo-
gist, he views le-ga] acts holistically. This tics in with a comment
I made earlier that if anthropologists use terms which have pre-
cise and special meanings for lawyers then they must employ
them correctly.53

Legal anthropology will only progress to the extent that an-
thropologists make a serious attempt to explore systematically
what ought to have been in the minds of the anthropologists
who wrote the ‘familiar chapters.” They must study our law, ex-
perience its discipline, the ways it has changed, how it is made,
and altered. There is no need for distortion if onc uses Anglo-
American legal concepts any more than is the case with eco-
nomic anthropologists who use concepts derived from Western
experience. It would be more easy to accept the substantivist
position if one had more confidence that it had a satisfactory
empirical base.

Bohannan begins Justice and Judgment Among the Tiv by
stating: “I am not trained in law . . . my knowledge of law and
my reading in it are extremely limited” (p.v). Later he says:
“Needless to say, our categories of contract and of tort are not
coterminous with the Tiv category of debt” (p. 112). Now what
evidence is there for this assertion about our categories of tort
and contract? His statement in Social Anthropology > that “law
is one of the best studied subdisciplines of anthropology; the lit-
erature is small but of high quality,” would be more convincing
if he had shown a greater appreciation of Anglo-American law.
To anyone with legal training it is a statement of most doubtful
validity.

But, have not the works of legal anthropologists been most fa-
vorably reviewed in learned law journals? Yes. But, one finds,
most amusingly, that the reviewers were other sociologists and
anthropologists.55 Obviously, lawyers took one look and saw

53. Ibid., pp. 17-56.

54. New York, 1963, p. 284.

55. See, for cxample, the reviewers mentioned on the cover of Hoebel,
The Law of Primitive Man.
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something very alien to their own concerns and ways of think-
ing. It is obvious—one needs only examine bibliographies—that
many of those anthropologists who have talked authoritatively
about law using terms like contract and tort, have never con-
sulted our own law in anything other than a superficial way.

This is an area where one might have expected the work of
applied anthropologists to have exercised a beneficial influence
on the general research scene. Certainly there is much that
ought to have attracted the attention of applied workers. The
reason that things were not different is, for Foster,56 one of the
strengths of applied work, though to my mind, a major weak-
ness; that is, that all anthropologists have had the same training.
The results are not very spectacular, and there is an obvious
need for a greater degree of cooperation between lawyers and
anthropologists concerned with the modernization process. I
suggest that academic legal anthropology has few useful insights
for those entrusted with the creation of legislation thought ap-
propriate in the context of modernization.57

Legislative measures enacted in pursuit of the goals of mod-
ernization may be designed to promote or sustain change.58
Anthropological studies of native courts or traditional forms of
land tenure, for instance, have had a predominantly conserva-
tive or historical focus. They have in the main been concerned
more with the past and the present than the future. It has not
been easy for the anthropologist to reconcile what he knows
about law as the people see it with what he hears about law as
a government would like to see it.3® There may be several dis-
tinct ethnic groups in the country or marked antagonism be-
tween the peoples of different regions. All this must mean that
the advice of the average anthropologist would be of limited
value in legislating for a whole country because very few an-
thropologists have experience of a whole country or more than

56. G. M. Foster, Applicd Anthropology, Boston, 1969, p. 45.

57. Sce Gluckman, Politics, Law and Ritual, p. 16g.

s8. Sir Ivor William Jennings, The Approach to Sc[f-(loccrnnu’n!, Cam-
bridge, 1956.

59. See Bohannan, “The Differing Realms of Law.” A very similar though
more carefully worked out view is W. B. Harvey, Law and Social Change
in Ghana, Princeton, N. J., 1966, pp. 239-271.
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one ethnic group. But would anthropological advice, even for
his own group area, be of much importance to policymakers and
legislators?

When a government moves to institute ‘democratic proce-
dures,’ ‘income tax provisions, a homicide act, or even local
government bylaws, there comes a time when officials have to
decide what form the legislation is to take—what kinds of safe-
guard must be made, what deterrents are deemed to be neces-
sary, must permissions be given, what exceptions can be made.
How does one give legal expression to an administrative or po-
litical wish? It is not easy. The document must pay careful at-
tention to existing rights and obligations of individuals and
groups; it must not infringe on other existing legislation or clash
with traditional religious customs; it must be open to minute
scrutiny by the highest court in the land; it must be the kind of
legislation that the authorities can enforce; it must be simple
enough to be understood by those at whom it is directed as well
as by those responsible for its enforcement. All this rests on a
presupposition that certain facts do exist, and that people, given
the enactment of the new legislation, will be likely to respond in
a certain fashion. Few governments like to enact legislation un-
less they have to—the process is usually long, tedious, and cum-
bersome.

Constitutional lawyers and other legal draftsmen have an eye
to the practical task: the number of clauses; the saving clauses;
whether the proposed legislation conflicts with some interna-
tional or constitutional obligation; whether the language is per-
haps too vague and ambiguous, thus encouraging noncompli-
ance or excessive litigation; whether, if circumstances change,
extensive revision will be necessary; and so on. These are very
technical concerns, and it is not unnatural that draftsmen like to
see how other countries with similar problems have attempted
the same task. There is also the added, and attractive, advan-
tage that the experience of other countries in terms of cases,
won or lost, and objections raised, can further help the drafts-
men. Therefore, draftsmen, once they have received drafting in-
structions from the executive, will often abstract from the legis-
lation of other countries whole acts, statutes, or ordinances.
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Often only minor changes in legislative measures enacted by
other countries are required before the measure is presented to
the local legislative body for approval. The language of the law-
ver is at times fairly universal, and so it may be that the expla-
nation for that particular piece of legislation which the execu-
tive tacks on (called Objects & Reasons) may be the only thing
which really distinguishes it from the legislation of another
country. This was particularly true of British colonial legislation.
However, the whole process, though it sounds fairly straight-
forward, does require extensive research and considerable skill.
I might here add that, surprisingly. those responsible for the
drafting of the constitutional provisions of former British colonies
have never heard an anthropologist express the remotest con-
cern with what they were doing.

Constitutional lawvers in turn have paid little attention to the
importance of cultural variation 0 and so we find, for example,
that the constitutions of India and Pakistan are not very much
different from that of the Republic of Ireland.6! There is clearly
a need for the introduction of an anthropological dimension
which must await the time when anthropologists establish more
effective cooperation with constitutional lawvers. At present no
anthropologists are trained for this work, and none are being
trained to the best of my knowledge.

The executive is most concerned with whether the drafting in-
structions, which eventually give rise to the legislation at the
hands of the legal draftsmen, are an adequate statement of pub-
lic intent. There must be some assessment by officials of proba-
ble reaction by members of the public. This is where the admin-
istrator relies on the experience of his own officers in the field,
and also of a wide range of individuals and associations.6? No
government, no matter how keen on the achievement of goals,
wishes to enact legislation which might lead to widespread pub-

60. O. Hood Philips, “The Making of a Colonial Counstitution.” Fl, Law
Quarterly Revicw, 1955; S. A. DeSmith. “Muauritius: Constitution in a Plu-
ral Society.” Modern Law Review, XXXI1 (1968).

61. Jennings, The Law and the Constitution, London, 1963, gives details of
constitutional provisions in these countries in the appendices to his book.

62. See Lord Hailey, “Introduction to C. K. Meek,” Land, Law and Cus-
tom in the Colonies, London, 1949.
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lic disobedience or disaffection. Even if measures are accurately
forecast as being unpopular, and vet are felt necessary for the
national good, they must nevertheless be looked at in terms of
the likelihood of the government being able to provide adequate
resources for reinforcement.

The anthropologist could not replace, or take over, the func-
tions either of the draftsman or the exccutive. Neither could he
assume over-all responsibilitv. The trouble is that anthropolo-
gists, though they may know a great deal about the law of their
people, do not know enough about what might be done, or what
can be done to promote the goals of modernization through leg-
islative activity. Though the anthropologist talks about land ten-
ure, for example, it is not surprising that most of the studies on
land tenure have been done by men with administrative experi-
ence.%3 So the anthropologist is often not in a position to recom-
mend how the issues should be tackled because he does not
know any, or nearly enough about, nonnative land law. He has
not made himself familiar with what has been done in similar
cases in other parts of the world. He is usually quite satisfied to
rely on what other anthropologists have written. The thing that
many anthropo]ogists clamor for government authorities to rec-
ognize, their right and ‘fittedness’ to give advice on policy for-
mation, is the one thing that they are usually least qualiﬁed to
demand. What was, and what is, are really very different from
what might be. The anthropologist is perhaps less well qualiﬁed
to offer advice on the kinds of legislation required than a mem-
ber of the community he is studying, because all too frequently
he does not have a very clear idea of what their legal system
really is, as they see it.

This is the weakest area in the unthr()p()]()gv of development.
It‘ is a sad state of affairs which will take vears to rectify, years
of waiting, while anthropologists acquire necessary legal skills
and become more sensitive to the concerns of lawyers. The eth-
nography of law appears to have proceeded on the assumption
that anthropologists were doing quite a satisfactory job if they

63. Cf. C. K. Meek, Law and Authority in « Nigerian Tribe, London,

1937; C. H. Allen, Customary Land Tenure in the British Solomon Islands
Protectorate, Honjara, 1959, -
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could appreciate the universal meaning of law. To a lesser ex-
tent they worried about what ‘law’ actually meant to the people
themselves. There was no felt need to turn to Anglo-American
law for inspiration.

I am suggesting that for practical and academic purposes
legal anthropology could benefit from the example provided by
the revolution in economic anthropology. Economic anthropolo-
gists have not had to become economists in order to derive ben-
efits from Western experience. My conclusion is that a careful
analysis of Anglo-American law could provide a number of use-
ful ideas and concepts. At present legal anthropology is neither
sound law nor sound anthropology; had applied anthropology
not been subordinated to academic criteria and objectives then
there probably would have been effective liaison between law-
vers and anthropologists. Another victim of community schemes!
The major problem of the moment is to justify the title ‘legal an-
thropology.” Little progress will be made by anthropologists so
long as thev continue to attempt to undertake legal analysis
using anthropological insights. Progress can be made by apply-
ing ordinary or traditional anthropology aided by the insights
gained from what I have termed ‘middle range’ legal theory. We
should spend more time trying to define social reality and less
time trying to define law.



X

Conclusions

Applied anthropology has mainly been concerned with small-
scale community development schemes. Development ought, for
anthropologists, to involve more than this—nonanthropologists
can perform pretty well anyway—and some areas so far totally
neglected by applied anthropology must now be tackled.

The potential role of the development anthropologist can be
broken down into three components. The first is concerned with
a knowledge of the culture of the people one attempts to work
with. Problems to be solved here include that of the time re-
quired to obtain data, in view of the slowness of traditional field-
work, and that of the need to develop statements of broad appli-
cation, in view of the traditional focus on community studies.
The second component is concerned with knowledge of develop-
ment work, in particular the contributions by other disciplines
and professions. Here the problem has been that the lack of suit-
able training and experience has put the anthropologist in the
position of a layman. Though the anthropologist could, from his
cultural data, determine broadly the popularity or unpopularity
of measures, a knowledge of the history of other projects, the
‘nuts and bolts” of applied work, requires a knowledge or experi-
ence of organizational delivery systems. Academics have to ap-
preciate the practicalities of administration, they have to assess

108
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the extent to which the written word can produce positive bene-
fits on the ground in addition to those normally associated with
the dissemination of knowledge. This is the third component.

What does matter is what is done, as well as what is written,
and the fact that social scientists and authorities work together.
There may be overlapping of fields of specialization—and there
ought to be—but each social scientist or professional has the
ability to do something in depth, a particular kind of compe-
tence that his colleagues do not share. However, until anthro-
pologists pay more attention to the needs, capacities, and spe-
cialties of other people on the development scene they will
continue to have a limited utility. The anthropology of develop-
ment will never get anywhere on a part-time basis. This is the
unfortunate state of affairs at present.

Yet, it would be impossible for me to answer in detail the
question: “What will development anthropologists actually do?”
They will ‘do” anthropology, fill in forms and obey regulations,
activities not unknown in university life. Before the question can
be answered in greater detail a great deal must happen. Let me
recapitulate something of what I said about the two types of de-
velopment anthropologist, the academic and the general practi-
tioner.

Academic anthropologists will have to broaden their knowl-
edge and then specialize in, say, economic or legal anthropology
if they wish to maximize their potential. Apart from personal
inclination this must be the case if genera] practitioners are to
receive adequate university training. Some academic anthropol-
ogists will wish to work on problems of their own choosing but
there must be a greater willingness to work on problems formu-
lated by authorities. If the academic anthropologists have had
suitable training and if they work in conjunction with other so-
cial scientists then other fruitful lines of inquiry may present
themselves. These can be put to the authorities.

The general practitioners I see as people who have obtained
broad or specialized competence in anthropology but who do
not wish to pursue a university career. It is necessary for these
people to develop skills to function as members of what I term a
development team in the field. Some may do staff work. Theirs
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is the task of supplying an anthropological dimension in the day
to day activities of international agencies and governments. To
cover the kinds of training required I have coined the awkward
phrase ‘nonspecialized specialization.” In this profession I see
personal characteristics as l)eing of the greatest imp()rtzmce.

Govemments and agencies must be informed more about what
anthropology can do. They can then assess what kinds of posi-
tions might be created to fulfill their objectives. However, pro-
fessional associations must do a little more than they have done
in the past to represent anthropology in international forums. It
seems more than reasonable to emphasize the potential contri-
bution that could be made by economic, political, legal, medi-
cal, or even general anthropologists. Planning is failing to
achieve its purpose in countries whose citizens want change,
and international agency development is becoming more and
more bureaucratic. It makes sense to recruit the help of anthro-
pology.

But it would not have made very good sense for authorities to
have enthusiastically embraced applied anthropology. They did
not. The problem of our public image is still with us. Anthropol-
ogists are still thought of as individualistic, withdrawn, odd peo-
ple, who delight in strange languages and customs. Their knowl-
edge is usually more of the ‘would-vou-believe-it' than the
‘now-we-know-we-can-get-ahead’ variety. We need to give talks
and lectures to the staffs of international agencies and govern-
ments. Anthropology should be taught during their training pro-
grams. Even though other social scientists may be aware of the
potential utility of anthropology, not until the same facts are ap-
preciated by administrators will there be a significant change.
Someone accuses me of making a plea for jobs for anthropolo-
gists? Yes, that is exactly what I am doing. It should have been
done a long time ago. But I make no plea for applied anthropol-
ogy.

Anthropologists, however, cannot succumb to the temptation
of passing final judgment on all plans. Imagination is needed to
assess the over-all implications of what is proposed; tolerance is
required to accept the plans of other professionals and social
scientists. As 1 said, it is only a short passage-—unfortunutely
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taken by too many applied anthropologists in the past—from
believing one knows a lot about a people to believing one
knows what is best for them. Applied anthropology was heir to
colonial paternalism.

It is no more easy to lay down an ethical code than it is to say
in any great detail what kind of anthropology must be followed.
However, some comfort can be taken from the fact that there
never has been an ethics of result, only of intention. We have to
look very closely at our own intentions. We have to be quite
sure that all the facts have been taken into account, that we
carefully assess the benefits against the costs. There will be a
price for this kind of work. For the anthropologist it may be an
uneasy conscience; for those he aids it may be frustration or un-
happiness. Academic dissemination of information can do a
great deal when minds in daily contact with the pressing prob-
lems of development are becoming dulled toward sensitive mat-
ters.

We might say the great failure of applied anthropology was
an inability to produce a sound theory of social change. We
could produce one if we accepted the applied anthropologist’s
definition of his role as an academic rather than a practitioner.
In my view it is time to discard this definition; and I do not in-
tend to offer any theory of social change. Indeed I caution
against such attempts.

Though theorizing about social change is undeniably impor-
tant, it must not be allowed to obscure the fact that we do not
yet possess good social change theories, and we have to achieve
results with what we know at present. Model building in an-
thropology has become an end rather than a means. There are
cogent reasons why such enterprises can be dangerous for the
deve]opmcnt anthropologist working in the field, with responsi-
bility for implementation of specific programs. Common sense
reasons.

It is not really necessary to have a theory about the future, in
order to do things now. Governments have functioned for a
fairly long time without a social change theory that works. And
this is better than having a theory that does not work. Yes, it is
a worthwhile goal, but we live in the present! Most develop-
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ment plans are a compound of common sense and experience
and, as I said, are pretty much trial balloons. They are not
doomed because we do not know for certain what is going to
happen in the future. Flexibility permits change. One gives a
personal opinion, and it may be wrong. Besides, it must be
bome in mind that anthropological theory may, perhaps, only
contribute to the understanding achieved by planners; other
people may have equally good ideas and theories. Applied an-
thropologists always wrote as if theirs were the only theories.
The task can be to describe what has been and what is in terms
that are understood by, and are useful to, one’s colleagues who
are not themselves professional anthropologists.

Anthropologists will be concerned to permit change to take
place rather than trying to make it take place. They will be in-
terested in a people’s own definition of their situation. It seems
plausible that people will tend to change more in conformity
with the ideas they have of their own circumstances than with
anthropological theory which, of course, they know nothing of.
This is neglected by many anthropologists. A man says ‘it’s rain-
ing,” and we rush to analyze what he really means. This danger
could be called ‘theocentrism.’

Theocentrism means thinking anthropological theory can ex-
plain anything connected with modemization. It is an obvious
danger where cooperation with other social scientists and pro-
fessionals is required. Until we have successfully tested our
change theories under a wide variety of situations and circum-
stances the tendency to distort must be held so great (besides
the history of our attempts being so bad) that our mistaken no-
tions cannot be allowed to become critical in the determination
of future policy. Those who feel that because they are anthro-
pologists, and know,” and therefore ought to control policy, are
mistaken in their choice of career. Development relies heavily
on common sense and judgment. Anthropologists do not have
an exclusive lien on common sense or judgment.

But then neither do economists, who have almost totally dom-
inated the planning process in developing countries. Neither do
sociologists, political scientists, or constitutional lawyers. The
situation is exacerbated because there is relatively little genuine
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interdisciplinary research by the well-known scholars in these
disciplines. There is a tremendous dispersal of effort. Research-
ers in different disciplines in different countries work on prob-
lems that are often quite similar. Tiny learned societies and as-
sociations are formed to propagate interest in particular aspects
of development. The proliferation is typically academic and it
makes one despair of ever achieving an effective response from
the universities to development problems. The stress is upon
study, specialization, further analysis, and publication.

Let me indicate my pessimism with a personal anecdote. Re-
cently I offered to teach, in addition to my normal load, a semi-
nar on nonviolence. I attended a meeting with other faculty and
students to work out details. Faculty were not to be paid for
teaching though everyone was very keen to have academic
credit for the course. I said I did not think that the question of
credit was very important, that we had to educate ourselves,
and then get to the community. It was my strong feeling that
the university would have to come to terms with the outside
world. Discussion at the meeting continued to focus on reading
lists and the danger of students ‘gooﬁng-off.’ Credit had to be
given lest the project be confused with R.O.T.C. type activities!
The whole episode reminded me of applied anthropology.

We have no time for the traditional slow response. There is a
war on. Social science (and anthropology) has got to ‘get-it-all-
together” in a hurry. Now, as the film South Pacific which I men-
tioned earlier says, I have had my dream, will it come true?

Universities can initiate the kinds of training programs that
could make use of anthropologists who do not wish to spend
their lives in academia. It is to be hoped that when anthropolo-
gists are trained, progress can be made on the international
front in persuading the authorities of the need to use them with-
out their having to go through a lengthy war of attrition on
paper.

Anthropologists interested in practical development work
could achieve a more interesting and perhaps worthwhile
perspective than that presented by applied anthropology. An-
thropologists in the universities who are not afraid to become
involved should demonstrate what can be done, rather than
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trying to use theories which have not yet been invented or suc-
cessfully tested. Let us be pragmatic because that is what devel-
opment is all about.

George Foster's view of development work, which is represen-
tative of applied anthropological thinking, is as follows:

Anthropologists belong to an academic and scientific discipline,
characterized by the assumption that search for new knowledge repre-
sents the highest value . . . planners and administrators belong to
professions normally characterized by the assumption that the
achievement of organizational goals represents the highest value . . .
members of the two groups have different expectations about their
proper role behavior . . . in anthropology: a combination of the stim-
ulation that comes from teaching, from discussions with colleagues,
and from freedom to pick research topics, with time to carry out re-
search and, especially important, time to write up in detail the results
of scientific research. A big university, obviously, is secn by most an-
thropologists as most nearly the ideal environment in which to per-
form their role. An anthropologist working on an applied assignment
certainly takes satisfaction in knowing that administrators and techni-
cal experts—his immediate colleagues—feel he is making an important
contribution to program goals. But this approbation alone is not
enough to keep an anthropologist happy for long. If he already has an
established reputation he can afford the luxury of a summer, or even
one or two years, in an applied assignment, gambling that the insights
and knowledge he acquires from this experience will, in the long run,
be valuable to him. A young man just starting the ladder to success
must think longer. He must weigh the advantages of a rich applied
experience against the likelihood that he will not have the publication
record he needs for advancement if he returns to academic work. For
him ability to please non-academic personnel in the action organiza-

tion is satisfying, but does not lend to the most rapid progress in his
chosen field.!

Everything I know about development work, and all [ can see
for anthropologists in it, is opposed to this view,

1. Applied Anthropology, Boston, 1969, pp- 156—160.
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