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.This contribution to the symposium is much compressed,

because it attempts to combine the outlines of two essays in

one. The first part-essay argues that applied anthropology

can never be very satisfactory until its theoretical arrnoury

includes some notion of evolutionary sequence. The second

part points out that the essential components of such a notion

already exist, and it suggests some additions to them.

But first let me preface both parts with a brief note on

the nature of applied science in general. Man cannot "control"

nature: he can merely learn better ways of living with it.

Applied science is an adaptive technique by which man makes the

best of natural laws which are themselves immutable. Pure

science discovers (more or less) what the laws are, and applied

science is called in to save practical plan-makers from unwit-

tingly "bucking the system". For this is the one system

against which no reasonable man ever knowingly rebels.

People call for a "relevant" anthropology because they see

great flaws in our socio-cultural systems, and would enlist the

aid of the scientific approach in repairing them. All well and

good: but we' cannot ask of applied social sciences that they

give us the utopias of our romantic dreams. For there to be

any kind of anthropological science there must be natural laws

subordinating all social facts - including the cultures of

potential utopias. Future developments in the social sciences



may well assist in the achievement of some current dreams; but

they are quite likely to condemn a large number of other dreams

as unfeasible. Those who now demand that our discipline devel-

ops a stronger practical side may yet come to curse it as a

"dismal science" and wish they had kept their beliefs in the

magic of noble intentions.

The question of practically relevant anthropology has

given rise to two mutually exclusive fears. The first fear is

that such anthropology will never be, and that we are doomed

'to eternity in an ivory tower. The second is that such anthro-

pology is very present already, and a potential danger should

it fall into the wrong hands; a complication here is the fact

that anthropologists have no objective criteria for deciding

which hands are the right ones.

It would be no great task to allay the first fear; the

second is better founded. Usefulness and purity do not go to-

gether; practical ideas, like good iron, are as useful to the

maker of swords or gyves as to the maker of ploughshares. But

I think my later argument will have something to say On this

question in particular.

Part 1. The Need for Evolutionism in Choosing Ends.

It is sometimes said that anthropologists can properly

give advice on means but not on ends. On this view we could

tell one group how to further a peasant revolt or another group

how to stop one; but we could not give ourselves professional

advice on which side should be supported. Advice, yes - pro-

fessional advice based soundly in theory, no.



The view is time-honoured. Its supporting argument is

that social scientists, cultural relativists all, cannot make

"ethical" jUdgements during working hours. Anthropologists,

it is said, can only weigh ends as moral "human beingsll
• Such

notions have the dual advantage of sounding very objective

while saving our own pet socio-political prejudices from any

rigorous investigation.

For, in effect, the view represents intellectual surrender

to a compound of blind faith, fears, self-interest, delusion

and sentimentality. It says that human affairs are, in the

final analysis, guided by things other than reason. Which seems

strange coming from social scientists.

other professionals can more or less legitimately duck

responsibility for the social consequences of their actions.

Medical training does not qualify a doctor to judge whether the

life he saves were better lost. There is nothing in higher

mathematics or nuclear physics to say whether the institutions

protected by an atom bomb are worth the cost. We may s~y th~t

the doctor and physicist should concern themselves with these

questions as men; but we cannot claim that they ought to do so

as specialists.

In anthropology we have no such excuse. The specialists

in human values and needs and beliefs and morals and strivings

toward collective betterment - in historical and comparative

perspective - are us. Us. If there is any rational answer as

to what "oughtll to be done between man and man it is we who can

legitimately be called on to give it. And we cannot escape by



saying that there is no rational answer to such questions unless

we can defend that view itself on scientific grounds - which we

(I) The problem of the means/ends difference would
disappear. Ends would themselves appear as "means" -
means of adaptation or of futile opposition to the laws
of change. Therefore we could say more than "Thus you
build your house": we could (if necessary) add "But
here it will get in the way of future developments and
will have to be demolished before your children can·
inheri tit. " Or: "We can show you how to keep this
structure going past its time but, if we do, it will
inevitably fallon the heads of your descendents." We
would be judging ends not in terms of ethics but in
terms of a broader view of practicalities.

(2) We could forecast future problems and thus make
possible some sort of preparations. We could sound
warnings before events.

In fact, members of the "intelligentsia" (including pro-

and on their political platforms they are often unashamed

evolutionists. I ask that their assumptions be brought out

into the light, ruthlessly purified by argument, cas~ in testable

form and carried into the formal workshop of social science.



existence they are of central importance. (Finnegan, p. 20)

The most common folklore are tales about Kanu, twins, heroes
and animals, mainly spider. Horals are not an integral feature of

tile stories, but merely o~e of several stylistic devices used to
bring them to a fitting conclusion. (Finnegan, p. 29)

Stories of people and heroes offer the greatest range for
innovation and variation by individual story-tellers. One of the
most common figures here is that of the hunter. He is given special

powers for it takes a long time to train to be proficient. He is an
important, if somewhat mysterious, person in reality as in the
stories. Twins are frequently the central characters, and are
commonly believed to also possess special powers. They are always
shown as acting together and helping each other. (Finnegan, p. 33)

Limba tales cannot be classified as myths for they do not form
any systematic theology, philosophy or mythology. Stories of origins
are not taken seriously when they do appear. Even Kanu stories are
light, not told at prescribed occasions or are in any way associated
with a ritual. 'What is often described in Kanu or origin stories
is a detached generalization about the relation and purposes of
present human society.

Animal stories are the most popular, marked by humor and sometimes
obsenity. The most common character is Spider, who is depicted as
stupid, gluttonous, selfish and irresponsible, consistently outdone
by his wife. The relation between him and his wife represent every-
thing that is wrong or opposite in reality. Occasionally Spider is
the cunning trickster who outwits larger animals. There are a few

other animals with stock characteristics; the antelope, small, shy,



many primitive societies which show incomparable
adaptation to their own particular ecological
niches.

the "pattern variables", there is a tendency to change relative

stress from ascription to achievement, from particularism to

(1) Changes often appear to show cycles rather than
consistent direction. Civilizations fall as well as
rise.
(2) Modern society, as other large-scale societies,
has many sub-structures which by any evolutionary
criteria appear "primitive". Patron-client ties,
"old boy networks" and so on, exhibit a high degree
of diffuseness and of particularism.



we had, most notably in the pre-Keynesian era, a series of

marked booms and slumps; each slump showed a relative lowering

of the economic-activity level, but each boom showed a higher

level than the last one. Thus economic development could have

been illustrated as an upward-tending line, but the line would

have been violently wavy rather than straight. So does it seem

to be with the evolution of civilization - and thus we see that

the broad evolutionist scheme gives a "long-term" rather than a

"short-term" analysis.

Our short-term analysis is still to be attached; but, by

analogy with economics, there is a clearly suggested approach

to its making. Keynes explained the economic cycle largely in

terms of two factors necessary to development (savings and

investment) getting out of phase with one another. It seems

quite possible that something similar happens in the evolution

of societies; that two or more partially independent factors

(such as, say, economy and ideology) tend to get out of phase.

Pareto's cyclical theory could be seen as saying something, like

this. The idea seems worth following up; a multidimensional

model of evolutionary process may well offer more than the uni-

dimensional approach of either materialism or idealism.

To deal with the second objection I call in first of all

a distinction between ideology and reality. The evolutionary

trend applies both to ideologies and to realities but, I sug-

gest, it is more noticeable in the former. Thus in modern

society we have more nepotism and more stress on the importance

of kinship succession than we pretend to have. I postulate a



in.societies but primarily to the major formal structures.
There is a clear biological analogy to this last point.

The human organism as a whole is a high-point in biological
evolution, but some it its organs and many of its cell types do
not differ much from their counterparts in lower life-forms.
What can be said about the greater system .does not necessarily
hold good for all the component sub-systems.

I note that I bring in these three distinctions, (short-
term/long-term, ideology/reality, and formal/interstitial) to
improve the evolutionist model and make it workable. I do not
introduce them as a "last-ditch stand" to patch up illogical-
ities. In fact I find them very useful in explaining the
details of the reason why evolution takes the form it does;
and mere hole-patching does not make a utensil better than new.



about its validity to give it.a second look. If it is wrong,
and I am wrong, it is of no use. Good practice can only be
built on good theory.




