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ABSTRACT

The thesis has two primary components. The first is a theoretical overview of
the standards of conduct for the participant-observation method in social science. It is
argued that these "rules" for the method are predicated upon a set of epistemological and
ontological assumptions about the process of knowing and the nature of cultural
knowledge. Both monist and dualist approaches to knowledge are examined in relation to
participant-observation, and it is argued in the thesis that both confuse ontology with
epistemology. This involves a self-contradicting set of expectations about how a
researcher can know another culture and about how objective knowledge can be
reconciled with relative knowledge. An alternate framework, adapted from monistic
traditions, is proposed for understanding the epistemology of participant-observation.
This framework suggests that the intersubjectivity of dialogue in locating and evaluating
cultural "texts" be utilized in methods of participation.

In the second component of the thesis, a case study of research in the Mackenzie
Delta, NWT, is presented. This is based upon participant-observation fieldwork in two
Delta communities in 1981. Native and non-Native residents (long-term and transient)
were asked about their responses to the methods of research and participation used by
20th century investigators in the region. Both the methods used by social science
researchers and the responses to them are presented, with an emphasis upon how local
expectations of conduct and reciprocity shaped the application of method and the images
held of social science researchers. The nature of conduct and response is presented
within a broader context of research sponsorship and ethics for northern social
research, as it was determined that the nature of northern response to research, as well

as methods themselves, were in turn shaped by the methodological and practical
iii



expectations of primary sponsors: universities, government, and Native organizations.
The case study research fills a gap in understanding how host communities contribute to
the creation of cultural texts, and how this contribution is in fact influenced by social
and political factors outside the community itself. It is concluded that, by using the
proposed alternate theoretical framework, the active role of the hosts and their political
expectations in bounding, contextualizing, and validating cultural knowledge can be
recognized. This role can also be acknowledged through the development of research
ethics codes which recognize the responsibilities of both hosts and visitors to account for

the learning process.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION TO PARTICIPANT-OBSERVATION

A. INTRODUCTION to THESIS

This thesis really began with a field trip made in 1979 to the town of Inuvik in
the Mackenzie Delta of the Northwest Territories. My purpose then was to investigate
women and work, but | found that | was only one of several anthropologists present in the
area that summer. As a consequence, residents were prone to make suggestions about the
ubiquitous and annoying presence of anthropologists. | came to realize that, not only had
Inuvik and the surrounding region been heavily studied by social scientists, but that the
people had singled out anthropologists and their methods of participation in local society
as being particularly objectionable. Anthropologists were nosy, foolish, bothersome,
and even potentially dangerous, the residents of the Delta, Native and non-Native,
suggested.

On my return from the field | began to investigate reactions to anthropologists in
other cultures, realizing that where massive investigation had accompanied the changes
of colonization and industrialization the people were often resentful of scientists whom
they presumed to have a role in perpetuating unwelcome changes, and who had immediate
presence in their daily lives. Other responses were more positive, commendations of
anthropological contributions to cultural knowledge and appreciation of individual
efforts and friendliness. | began to ask several questions: What is there about the
participation of anthropologists that people were reacting to? How is the Delta situation
similar to or different from those in other cultures where anthropologists have worked?

| also realized that there was very little literature which could tell us directly what host



peoples thought about social science done in their communities; most reactions were
reported by the social scientists themselves.

My own study began with two distinct parts. One was an investigation into the
nature of participation itself. | learned that the general method known as "participant-
observation" (appreviated to P-O in much of the thesis) actually encompasses a variety
of techniques, including observation and interviewing; the anthropologist may actually
"participate” in activities very little. Yet there are a series of commonsense
understandings which have developed surrounding participant-observation which
revolve around the concept of "participation" as a superficial involvement in the rules,
structures, values, and social relations of host societies. Hosts also experience the
visiting investigator as a presence in their communities even if there is very little
evidence that the anthropologist is doing more than quietly sitting, watching, and talking.
They have reacted to the fieldworker as an "invader" whose scrutiny somehow penetrates
the fabric of relationships and private knowledge. Therefore | use the idea of
participation in a metaphorical sense, to encompass both the techniques of participation
and observation and the conceptualization of research as an active process and presence.

The other part of the investigation consisted of further fieldwork in 1981 in the
Mackenzie Delta communities of Aklavik and Inuvik to ask people just what they thought
of anthropologists and other social scientists who have generally come to "study" them.
My methods are described in Chapter 5. Once people were aware that |, too, was a
"studier,” they were often reluctant to comment, but nonetheless they were sufficiently
fascinated by one who would dare to "study the studiers” that they cooperated generously.
It is possible that | would have obtained more "gossip” about past social scientists by
pretending to be something else, but | chose not to do this for several reasons. | am a bad
actress and northern Native people are acutely perceptive about role-playing; and | felt

that to do so would be perpetuating the deceptions that people blamed social scientists of



having practiced on them. | also did not want to collect gossip, as this was an invasion of
privacy of those who had gone before, but | did feel that | obtained a good idea of the
range of reactions held by Delta residents.

| spoke with Native and non-Native residents, with those who had met
anthropologists (and other social scientists doing similar investigations), and with those
who had not. One result of my inquiries was the realization that | needed to understand
the entire context of social research in the North, including the sponsorship and
utilization of research. The "problem" of study and overstudy was inseparable from the
general experience of northerners with southern-based governing institutions, and | felt
that | needed further information on this. The result was an expanded case study which
has included data on this broader context.

A final aspect of the study involved interviews with many of the social scientists
who had worked in the Delta and in adjacent regions of the North. This was supplemented
by research in the Public Archives of Canada on government correspondence and records
on northern social research, particularly that sponsored through the Department of
Indian and Northern Affairs.

The product, the thesis to follow, integrates the two portions, the general
treatment of participant-observation and the case study. In this chapter, the concept of
participant-observation and its history are explored. In Chapter 2, | outline the rules
of P-O as developed in the anthropological tradition and the way in which they are
assumed to lead to the creation of an ethnography or an analysis, referred to here as a
"text" of interpretation and knowing. Monist and dualist traditions of knowledge and
their influence on P-O and the means of "knowing" another culture are also explored,
with the result that some central problems with the concept of participation are
identified. The discussion focusses on the ideas of objectivity, relativity, and culture in

relation to participation, and suggests that the development of these ideas in both dualist



and monist traditions is fraught with confusions between ontology and epistemology. An
alternate framework for viewing participation through these iceas, and which attempts
to separate the means of knowing from what is known, is suggested at the conclusion of
the chapter. This framework is derived from, but presents modifications of, the monist
tradition, and it suggesis that the intersubjectivity of field participation in locating and
evaluating cultural "texts,” or versions of lccal reality, be recognized and used in
methods of participation.

Chapter 3 takes the reader into the case study. A brief description of the
aboriginal peoples of the Delta begins the chapter, followed by a discussion of the
successive entries of outsiders who effected changes in aborig:nal culture and society,
including researchers. Beginning with the first explorers, fur traders, and missionaries
who visited the Delta, a series of southerners have visited thi: North for various
purposes, taking with them ideas about culture which have affected the way they have
regarded northern peoples and how northern peoples see themselves. The chapter
follows these ideas through to the 20th ceritury government workers who came North in
large numbers by mid-century, and who estabiished non-Native enclaves in Delta
communities (particularly Inuvik). A capsule history of the davelopment of government
presence and of the town of Inuvik is included, but | have omitied comprehensive
descriptions of the Delta communities themselves. My purpose was to show that the
“removal” of the village of Aklavik to the government-planned town of Inuvik began a
pattern of distrustful response by local pecple to government intervention in the Delta;
this was to have consequences in the ensuing mistrust of scientists.

The fourth chapter is included to give the reader an idea of the major institutions
involved in the sponsorship, conduct, regulation, and use of social science in the North,
including the federal and territorial governments, academic and Native institutions.

Chapter 5 traces the history of social science methods in the Delta (and, to some extent,



elsewhere in the North), with an emphasis on how the concept of participation was
defined and used by anthropologists and other social scientists who came North as
"studiers” (local term), students and/or professional researchers. This evolved from
the long-term practical involvement of the explorers, to a pattern of classic P-O
undertaken in summer seasons, to a more recent trend to consultancy and hearings as
investigative methods. These methods have been noted by northern residents, because
they have set the rules by which they have acted as hosts, teachers, and informants in
the evolution of the portrayal of the North and its culture by outsiders.

The sixth chapter presents the substance of what northern people told me about
participation. | found that many individual researchers were liked and respected, but
that in general Native people, and some long-term non-Native residents, have come to
resent the whole pattern of forced participation by southern institutions in northern
life. The phenomenon of northern science is seen as part of the political process by
which the government learns about the North and proceeds to continually impose new
policies and programs; this really began with the first "participants” who tried to
understand Native culture and transformed it in the process. Anthropologists in
particular are rejected because they have come to symbolize the worst of this invasion:
the loss of privacy and cultural integrity, the failure of southerners to understand
northern life and to listen to what is said to them, the failure to involve northerners in
their own destinies, and the failure to use information about the North in a way that both
involves and benefits northern residents. There was in effect an ethical dilemma here
which joined politics, truth, and morality; when social science failed to meet local
standards of accountability to people, it could not be true, and thence could not be
productive.

Chapter Seven draws back from the Delta to outline the general context whereby

social research in the North is regulated, thus elaborating this political and ethical



dimension of science. Several aspects of regulation are outlined, including licensing
procedures, the past and present utilization of social science results by sponsoring
agencies, and the development of coordinating and priorizing frameworks for northern
science. The perspectives of government, academic, and Native people on research
regulation are compared in regard to access to resources, research priorities, concepts
of participation, accountability of results, and validity of results. The chapter ends with
a description of community-based research and the potential for Native people in
communities, in the North and elsewhere, to take a greater role in all aspects of the
research process.

The last chapter, the conclusion, links the case study with the theoretical portion
of the thesis. The growth of participant methods, the response to that method, and the
political dimensions of regulation all have contributed in the Delta to the expectation that
the researcher should be primarily responsible for the validity of knowledge through
his/her methods and dispositions of results; this is seen as similar to the expectation
within the rules of P-O, in both dualist and monist versions, that the individual's
epistemology is responsible for the location and validation of the ontology of culture and
meaning. Ethics is explored as an aspect of fieldwork in which conflicts arise about the
researcher's accountability to the rules of P-O and to the rules of his/her hosts, and a
brief discussion of a northern Ethics Code is included. It is suggested that the alternate
framework of Chapter 3 can be adapted to help explain the way in which the "problem" of
anthropological images has developed and may be resolved. The alternate theoretical
framework, like the ethics framework suggested, recommends that the active role of
hosts in the research process and "knowing" and validating knowledge be acknowledged.
Regulation as political process is integral in fact to investigation and interpretation and

needs to be recognized as such in such a way that the contributions of hosts in



"participating” in the broader institutional context of research design, execution, and
utilization be facilitiated.

At the outset of the introduction | posed the question of how the Delta is alike or
different from other research areas. | was obviously unable to fully answer this
question, since | did not do similar investigations eilsewhere, but it informed my queries
through the research process. The case siudy is not intended here to "represent” all field
situations: in some ways it is unique, and in other ways it is similar to the evolution of
colonization elsewhere. It is possible that in areas like northern Canada where the
building of rapport has often been a hesitant process (for botin political and cultural
reasons) that anthropologists have been more concerned with the meaning of rapport
than they have in other areas. Indeed, the theoretical framework | have applied, and the
questions about participation and regulation | have posed, are suggested to be useful in
explicating other settings, and for comparing method and response. | took one situation
and used the framework to try to understand it, and this could be done elsewhere for
comparative purposes.

Several notes atout thesis construction should be made before proceeding.
Although my researchers focussed on the Delta, | found that it was difficult to draw rigid
lines between phenomena and institutions here and elsewhere in the North, in some
cases. | have tried to indicate where | am referring to the Delta only, and where | am
referring to policy and practice in other areas of the Canadian North. Similarly, the
term "northerner” is used to refer {o all northern residents. Where appropriate, | have
referred to Native and non-Native northern residents separately.

In addition to references to published literature and archival material, the
reader will find references which look like this: (p.c. Oct. 6, 1981) and (researcher
p.c. Oct 5, 1982). The first refers to a personal communication, usually an interview,

with a resident of the Delta during fieldwork. The second refers to a communication with



a researcher or government official connected with northern science. Dates refer to the
times when the communication took place. Names are not used to protect confidentiality.
A list of people who provided information is included as Appendix Il. Many acronyms and
abbreviations also appear in the text. | have tried to spell out full titles at the initial
usage and periodically thereafter, but the reader can refer to Appendix | to find the full
title for each acronym.

Throughout the rest of the thesis | have primarily used the conventional
expression "we" to refer to ideas generated by the writer; the usage is intended to invite
the reader to participate in the evolution of ideas. In the description of methods | have
reverted to the use of the pronoun "I" to describe my personal involvement in the
research. | have also taken the liberty of using the masculine pronoun "he" in most
instances which might refer to persons of either gender; occasionally "she" is
substituted. The use of either pronoun in a non-specific sense should not be construed as
a limit on the gender implied.

One of the primary actors in the thesis is the Department of Indian and Northern
Affairs. This is referred to throughout as either DIAND (Northern Development), an
earlier designation, or as DINA, a later one. At the time of writing the official name of
the Department was Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, or INAC, but since DIAND and
DINA are still more widely used acronyms, | have not changed the designation here. A
final note relates to this. Most of the original and library research for the thesis was
done in 1981 and 1982, and the data presented should be taken as relevant for that time
period, particularly in the first two chapters and in Chapter 6 on response. The final
writing for the thesis took place in 1988 and 1989. In some cases where | felt it was
important | have included information from the period 1982-88, with a reference date
given to indicate the time period from which it was taken. This has resulted in some

unevenness of reference, but the reader should be aware that the focus is primarily on



the early 1980s, that few of the substantive issues have changed remarkably from
1982-88, and that updating has taken place in matters of fact and detail where
relevant.

Certainly my original questions are still important; there is still widespread
concern in the North about the impact of social science and its methods. On August 23,
1986, an article in the Toronto Globe and Mail (Steed 1986) on the community of
Snowdrift, NWT, reported widespread resentment of an anthropological study done in
1959-60; although the reasons are not clear, it seems that the resentment stemmed
from a portrayal of aspects of community life and history that the people would prefer
the general public not to know about. An interview with the anthropologist yielded
similar confusion: 'perhaps it was because | drank with them,' he said, 'but | had many
friends there.! Nonetheless, one resident reported that if the anthropologist were to
return today, he would be "trussed up, tarred, and feathered." Indeed, one researcher
was recently forced out of the community. A book by Kenn Harper (1986) on the life of
Minik, a Greenlandic Eskimo, includes an emotional critique of the treatment of Inuit by
social scientists earlier in the century. And a survey conducted through the Science
Institute of the Northwest Territories in 1986 (Lange 1987) revealed that Native
organizations still identified anthropologists as the most dangerous and disliked of social
scientists, in spite of the fact that the amount of anthropological social science in the
North today is far less proportionally than it was 20 years ago. A listing of 1988
summer researches licensed by the Science Institute reveals that only 23% were in the
"human and health sciences,” for example (Science Institute 1988).

B. PARTICIPANT-OBSERVATION
In the remainder of this chapter, we will introduce the concept and practice of
participant-observation. The emphasis will be on the use of participant-observation as

a research method in anthropology, although mention will be made of its use in sociology
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as well. In the first part of the chapter, we will briefly descr.be the history of the
concept. The remaining sections will be devoted to an analysis of the fundamental rules of
the method, of the cross-cultural response to the method, anc of the primary images
of the fieldworker which accompany participant-observation.

Throughout this and the following chapters, several ferms will be used
frequently 10 denote process and role. Participant-observation will often be referred to
as P-O; the terms "fieldwork," “investigation,” and "research” will sometimes be
used interchangeably to describe the general process by which the social scientist
interacts with the community of study, including P-O as an investigative tool.
Anthropologists and sociologists collectively will be referred to as "social scientists”
although where necessary a distinction will be made. They will be known as
"investigators,” "researchers," or as "fieldworkers" while performing P-O. The
community of study will sometimes be known as “informants,” using a common term for
the informing and teaching role in P-O, but more often they will be known as "hosts" or
even as "teachers”.

Participant-observation is but one of the methods which may be used collectively
in the course of a social science investigation. In our discussion, however, we will not
limit it to the status of a technique. Rather, P-O is described as a set of interrelated
methodological expectations about interaction in the field and its outcome, and which
combines epistemological with ontological concepts about the nature of reality and its
discovery. Hence P-O has personal, social, and cultural meaning for the fieldworker
who seeks to learn another culture through his own; it is method underlain with

assumption of theory and ideology.

1. Defining Participant-Observation



There has been a spectrum of definitions of P-O in anthropology and sociology,
corresponding with the range in the way that the method is performed. Participant-
observation is a way of interacting with a culture or subculture or culture other than
one's own, but it can involve varying degrees of participation versus observation. In
some cases, one observes cultural life from a distance; in others, one participates in
some of the hosts’ activities; in special instances one tries to immerse oneself in the
entire cultural pattern of living. In all cases there is communication and interaction for
active learning, rather than passive reception of knowledge. Information is processed
by the fieldworker during interaction.

Although the anthropologist Bronislaw Malinowski dic not "invent" participant-
observation, he is generally regarded as the first advocate of the centrality of the
method to the theory of anthropology. He described the "ethnagrapher's magic” in 1922
as "the patient and systematic application of a number of rules of common sense and
well-known scientific principies” in fieldwork, including "living right among the
natives” and applying a "number of special methods of collect ng, manipulating, and
fixing his evidence" (Malinowski 1961 [1922]: 6) in order to grasp the native's point
of view" (ibid.: 25). More recently, G. Berreman summarizes these rules as "the
practice of living among the people one studies, coming tc kncw them, their language,
and their lifeways through intense and nearly continuous interaction with them in their
daily lives" (1968: 340). These definitions stress participation, but this activity is
broadly construed as "living," thus employing a continuum of learning actions.

Within sociology, the derivation of P-O comes only circuitously from
Malinowski's pronouncements. Early definitions emphasize the cautious, "systematic”
sharing of hosts' lives through role-playing and manipulation of circumstances,
whereas many of the more recent ones focus on the cognitive ¢nd emotive "experiencing”

of people and settings obtained through this sharing:
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The observer of human events listens to how persons in given situations present
to themselves and to others...the "realities” and contexts of their lives.
Meanwhile, he correlates what he himself sees with what he hears from those
persons who stand in different relationships to each other and to the whole
situation. The observer is then able to develop an abstract, logical, and
empirically grounded representation of the observed situation (Schatzman and
Strauss 1973: 13).
Whereas fieldwork in anthropology has become associated with non-western cultures,
sociological fieldwork is more often carried out among subcultures of the fieldworker's
own environment; and its methodological guides place more emphasis on the social
process of learning than on its cultural creativity. Many of the rules and the objectives
of the method are shared, and indeed have been cross-fertilized, between disciplines,
however.
Participant-observation, as collectively defined by practitioners in social
science, has a core of defining features which marry method with theory, and which

we will briefly identify before going on to the rules of its practice. These features will

be further explicated in discussion throughout the thesis:

1. The investigator enters into a field of social relations, the natural context of
culture, and, like any member of the host community, manipulates these relationships
to interact and to obtain particular information through interaction.

2. The investigator must structure these social relations in such a way that he is
a mediator between his own and his hosts' communities; the marginality which ensues
from this intermediary positioning tends to structure both access to and processing of
information. This is the "duality" of P-O, by which the investigator simultaneously
enters these social relations through participation and stands apart from them.

3. Participant-observation is bounded by a set of rules for its practice, but

which themselves display an emergent, flexible quality. In other words, the

12
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investigator enters the field with presuppositions about how to structure interaction,
but the very process of interaction modifies and defines the rules further.

4. Participant-observation is essentially a circular inductive method, whereby
the researcher induces generalizations from the data and then tests them in the field,
through further P-O, for validity and applicability. It combines scientific principles of
empirical observation with the intuitive assessment of situations and the
intersubjective creation of conclusions.

5. Because of this combination, participant-observation is often conceived as the
creation of an environment for the employment of specialized techniques, such as
questionnaires, archival research, or formal interviews. P-O can be used to "test"
results against the daily requirements of experience and living.

In the next section, we will summarize the historical development of P-O and its
defining principles. Then, we can identify the primary rules of practice and the
responses of the hosts which have helped define those rules.

2. History

Most historians of the method of participant-observation agree that it emerged in
its classic form only within the current century as the discipline grew professionally
and academically. It is also customary to trace the roots of the tradition of
systematically observing another culture back to the Greeks, particularly to the Greek-
Persian scholar Herodotus of the 5th century B.C. Herodotus shared Greek philosophies
of the "natural” integration of societies, but, unlike his peers, he had a keen interest
in how cultures other than his own were constructed and vitalized. His Histories of the
Greek-Persian War contain observations of the ethnology of the peoples among whom he
travelled which in turn reflect elements of the P-O method: objectivity, intuition, and
curiosity (Voget 1975: 5-7; Hodgen 1964; Malefijt 1974: 5-7; Darnell 1974: 13-

4; Rowe 1974: 62-4).
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The travels of Herodotus did not set any lasting precedents, for although the
extended period of the Roman Empire through the European Middle Ages produced some
commentaries on the cultures of the exotic, these were not founded upon intentional
observation. This lack was not the result of failure to encounter other cultures, since
the growth of trade, the repelling of barbarian tribes, and the spread of the Christian
faith entailed sojourns like that of the famed trader Marco Polo in the East in the 13th
century, but, as Hodgen (1964: 102) has pointed out in her analysis of the period,
there was little curiosity spared for revelation by most of these travellers. The
compendiums of knowledge produced in medieval times mixed fact and fantasy,
exploiting popular interest in the exotic and grotesque but making little progress in
either tools or theories of observation.

The Renaissance in Europe of the 14 to 17th centuries marked a transition into
the scientific explorations and explanations of cultural diversity of later periods, as
the philosophies of the Greeks were embraced anew and the Age of Discovery made an
economy out of the discovery and exploitation of other cultures and their riches. Data
began to come to the writers and scholars of Europe from explorers, traders and
missionaries who travelled the seas east and west, and from the captives they brought
back home to make claims to the royal families of the Old World. The observations
varied from the bias of the fantastic to the cautious descriptions of appearances and
behaviours, and the writers of travel books began to organize them under the systematic
categories used by natural historians (Oswalt 1972: 12-8; Rowe 1974: 61-76;
Fowler 1975: 15-22). During the Renaissance, new societies of man were gradually
placed into the monogenetic order of the Great Chain of Being and science began to use the
data to contemplate renewed theories of natural order and human development --
whereby the "savage” of the colonized lands inevitably fell below the European in

advancement (see Hodgen 1964: 386-426; Lovejoy 1964). Michel de Montaigne of the



16th century and John Locke of the 17th were prominent among those who advocated a
more relativistic interpretation of the data, inaugurating an alternate trend toward the
belief that the "savages" embodied particular and environmentally suitable cultural
adaptations, even purist ones which Europeans could well emulate (Honigmann 1976a;
Malefijt 1974: 46-8; 66-70).

By the late 17th century the growth of science had entered a new phase, now
deemed the Enlightenment, wherein anthropology as a discipline truly began to emerge
theoretically and methodologically from casual observation and ordered compendia of
data. Field observations, still made primarily by traders, missionaries, and
explorers, improved in quality and quantity, sometimes assisted by field guides
produced by natural historians and antiquarians. The writings of the explorer James
Cook, and of the Jesuits in North America, are notable examples from this period;
there were also studies "at home" of folkloric remnants and English social classes
(Oswalt 1972: 18-41; Slotkin 1962: 225; Fowler 1975: 18-9). It was, however,
the emerging rationalist belief of the Enlightenment in human unity, evolution, and
perfectability which primarily led scientists to the development of the foundations of
fieldwork in anthropology and sociology.

Many thinkers, such as the French sceptics (the Encyclopedists), rejected
theological interpretations of a pre-ordained "natural order” and began to argue that,
through reason, all men have the capacity to improve culture and society along the
evolutionary path of predictability. Science, including fieldwork, was seen as the
prediction and realization of this development, and the debates surrounding the place of
the "savage" or "primitive" in the progress of evolution sparked the formation of
theoretical evaluations which would guide P-O. There were ambiguous messages about
the nature of the primitive. He was like the European, yet different; he was inferior,

and temporally prior; and in his society one could find some of the elements of
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individual equality and freedom which would also be found in the eventual cultural
utopia. S. Diamond (1974) asserts that cultural anthropology, and particularly the P-
O tradition, has antecedents in this Enlightenment paradox as scientists began to
compare and derive the Other in relation to themselves, both in the field and in the
study. These "enlightenments" gradually steered theorists toward a recognition of the
concept of culture as being non-somatic yet a powerful shaper of social form: the
potential environmental flowering of diversity from unity.

In the 19th century, anthropology came into its own as a discipline, and as an
emerging profession. Professional societies emerged; and an institutional support
structure for the collection and analysis of data was formed. A background for research
was formed by the colonial expansions of western powers overseas, and the discipline
was first, though temporarily, united through the theoretical paradigm of
evolutionism. Scientific attention shifted from systematic observation and classification
of man as one of the natural forms to a more intensive look at the nature of historical
man himself and his culture (Foucault 1970).

The doctrine of evolutionism, espoused in various forms in Europe and the U.S.
by scholars such as Henri Saint-Simon, Auguste Comte, Edward Tylor, Lewis Henry
Morgan, Herbert Spencer and John Wesley Powell, improved upon the Enlightenment
doctrine of unity and perfectability by suggesting that all cultures of men could evolve,
given a fruitful environmental stimulation, into higher forms of social development.
Field data were used as positivist, empirical supports for the classification of societies
into stages, and the biological evolutionary theory of Charles Darwin late in the century
were used to back culture with physical and mental development. Evolutionism was
countered, however, by the growth of the ambivalences also created in the
Enlightenment: while some scholars used it to account for diversity, others argued that

diversity was the product of finite forces of race, history, ability, and circumstance. The
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positivist evolutionary theories centered in England were accompanied by the growth on
the Continent of an interest in idealism, historicism, and relativism, accompanying the
Romantic movement. Both mechanistic and phenomenological frameworks were
constructed as questions continued to be asked about the relation of the culture of the
Other to one's own culture (including the transformation of one to the other), and the
frameworks themselves recommended more intensive fieldwork (Harris 1978: 60;
Honigmann 1976a; Stocking 1968: 111-32; Malefijt 1974: 98-115).

Fieldwork expanded, again, through the efforts of missionaries, traders, and
explorers, but also through the organizations and institutions of the emerging
discipline. Ethnological societies were formed in Britain, France, and the U.S., and,
with the museums and universities, began to sponsor researches in the western and
non-western worlds. Since most work was done by self-trained amateurs, like Lewis
Henry Morgan and Henry Schoolcraft in the U.S., the recognized need for guidance
sparked a series of field guides, beginning with the guide to cultural observations
produced by Joseph-Marie Dégérando of the Société des Observateurs de I'Homme in
1800, and culminating in the sophisticated guide produced by the Anthropological
Institute of Britain (Notes and Queries on Anthropology) in 1874 (Urry 1972: 45-7,
Stocking 1968: 15-41). Most field inquiries were guided by an empirical, inductive
approach, using observations and interviews with key informants. They were
encouraged by the need to salvage information from societies damaged by colonialism;
these data could be used to reproduce earlier stages of cultural development (Freilich
1977a: 6-7, Oswalt 1972: 82-90).  For example, John Wesley Powell of the Bureau
of American Ethnology (Smithsonian Museum) sent fieldworkers to American Indian
tribes to do such salvage work.

As they did so, however, they gradually realized the relative need to place field

information in a living cultural context, necessitating both a change in theoretical
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orientation and, for some, a more participatory, intensive style of fieldwork. Franz
Boas was to become a leader in this change, as he combined geographical and
anthropological theoretical training with the realities of the field encountered first
among the Baffin Island Inuit (1883-84) and later among the Indians of the Northwest
Coast (1886-1900). Although Boas' fieldwork continued to be oriented more to the
typical method of the time -- observation and the use of key informants -- than to
actual participation, he used his background in German idealism and relativism to
challenge the inductive separation of fieldwork from theory (Stocking 1968: 136-60;
Rohner 1966: 208-12; Kardiner and Preble 1961: 12-39; Bunzel 1960: 403-4).
Boas' encouragements to look at field data within the natural cultural context of their
existence, rather than to place them into pre-ordained schemes of development, were to
be an important stimulus to 20th century P-O as empirical and phenomenological
paradigms met in the search for the Other in the process of knowing itself. We will
further define these approaches in the next chapter.

The form of P-O that we will describe in this and the next chapter arose in the
present century as anthropology absorbed these theoretical ideas and perpetuated itself
through university training and widespread field research. The method was given its
present name, "participant-observation,” by Joseph Lohman, a sociologist, in 1937,
and by that time it had achieved the fundaments of the form we describe. This form
recognizes a need for long-term, intensive involvement in the culture of study, using
rules which blend the intuitive arts of the subjective with the scientific rules of the
objective which had their roots in positivist Enlightenment science. Used by both
sociologists and anthropologists, P-O became a hallmark of anthropology, almost a rite
of passage into the discipline, despite the fact that it was not the only research method
used (Spradley 1980: 3-4; Agar 1980b: 1-3; Freilich 1977a: 15; Georges and Jones

1980: 147-48; Briggs 1973: 24-7).



It was British and American anthropologists who primarily gave the method its
form, building on the accumulating returns of field expeditions to colonial settings in
the late 19th century (including American Indians), and on the recognized need to study
social form and change in its own setting. These emerging traditions, American and
British, sociological and anthropological, affected each other, and were particularly
cross-fertilized through the genesis of a sociological "Chicago School" of P-O at the
University of Chicago in the 1930-40s. A few of the early methodological mentors
deserve mention here.

W.H.R. Rivers, a British physician/psychologist, was a member of one of the
most notable cross-disciplinary expeditions of the late 19th century, the Cambridge
Expedition to the Torres Straits in 1898-1899. There he did some interviewing and
geneological research, becoming converted to ethnology; he undertook a solitary field
trip to India in 1901-02, resulting in a classic ethnography, The Todas. Rivers' own
field methods revolved primarily around the surveying of chief informants rather than
participating in host culture, but he did follow some of the basic rules of P-O. He came
to realize and publicize the need for this kind of involvement, ideally one to two years of
residence among one's hosts, in order to perceive the integration of the elements of
society and to test the validity of one's results. Rivers contributed to a 1912 revision of
the field guide Notes and Queries, including specific advice on techniques, role playing,
and the collection of genealogical information (Urry 1972: 51; Slobodin 1978: 25-30,
46-7; Lowie 1937: 172; Kuper 1973: 19-20).

Rivers went on to teach other British anthropologists, then, about method.
Another scholar who was to have great influence in teaching the method, although not
necessarily practicing it, was A.R. Radcliffe-Brown, who was himself trained by
Rivers. He did fieldwork early in the century in the Andaman Islands and in Australia,

again primarily interviewing of key informants. His primary influence was not so much
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in the realm of technique, however, as in theory. Here we must look at the alternative
to the evolutionary theories which evolved in the 20th century, structural-
functionalism. Like the evolutionists, Radcliffe-Brown and others believed in the
existence of empirical natural laws for the operation and integration of society, but he
perceived the primary purpose of fieldwork as being the discovery of these laws. Only by
a close look at the functioning of a host community, through P-O, could these be truly
grasped. Radcliffe-Brown taught this theory, and the method which, to him, emerged
from it, to students in Britain (Oxford) in the 1940s, and to U.S. students in the
1930s at the University of Chicago; hence his influence was widespread.

By the 1920s and 1930s, then, functionalist theories become popular, and
with them came a stimulus for more participatory field methods. The scholar most
associated with the new P-O is Bronislaw Malinowski, a Polish scientist who was also
to influence both U.S. and British anthropology students as anthropology grew in the
universities. Malinowski did his fieldwork in the Pacific, in Papua New Guinea and the
Trobriand Islands. Although he realized the value of living among his hosts, he was not
inclined to do so until he was stranded in the Trobriands by World War |, and was forced
to live for a year's time (1915-16) among the 'natives’; he repeated the experience a
year later. His ethnographic descriptions of the Trobriand Islanders became classics,
and in them he advocated and described in detail the method of P-O he used when living
with his hosts.

It is difficult to sum up these contributions in a few lines; for convenience we
will call Malinowski's approach to P-O "contextual." He combined the pre-existing
inductive method used by science with the deductive logic of functionalism, perceiving
culture as integrated and layered; field research would unveil these layers, leading
ultimately to insight into culture: "how the 'natives' think." Good P-O would involve

participation in daily activities, learning the language, extensive visits, role-playing,
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and the careful recording and cross-checking of data. Malinowski, unlike Radcliffe-
Brown, emphasized and popularized the concept of culture as the vehicle and the
objective of P-O; by doing so, he consolidated ideas of functional integration and
ideational cohesion which became ideological as well as structural foundations of P-O.
And, he injected the idea that the fieldworker was not a passive recorder alone, but
indeed an active strategist in the creation of culture through his participation in context.
Text -- the fieldworker's interpretation of culture -- emerges from the context of his
involvement in that culture; culture, to Malinowski, resided in the collective
intelligence of his hosts (R. Wax 1971: 35-7; Oswalt 1972: 65-8; Kuper 1973: 26-
50; Young 1979: 1-9; Malinowski 1935, 1961 [1922]).

There is debate about whether functionalism emerged, in this century, from
intensive fieldwork, or vice versa (Oswalt 1972: 65-8; Burridge 1973: 34-7; Young
1979: 9). Certainly it was compatible with the method, and served alternately as
impetus for data collection and rationalization for interpretation of data. Malinowski did
not invent either the theory or the method. Like other scholars of the day, he taught
method through theory rather than technique, but he brought them together in an ardent
and flamboyant manner which impressed itself upon students at the London School of
Economics and elsewhere who were eager to listen, eager to encounter the Other in the
exotica of colonialism; hence Malinowski's widely acknowledged contribution to the
propagation of the method (Powdermaker 1966: 33-40; Kaberry 1957: 71-91;
Xiotang 1980: 116-17; Jarvie 1964: 2-3; Firth 1981: 122-27; Leach 1957: 119-
35; Rosemary Firth 1972: 11-2). Some of these students, like E.E. Evans-Pritchard,
went on to more fully explore the potential of P-O as participation and insight into
culture, rather than as simply a reflection of a theoretical orientation.

Malinowski's ideas also spread to the U.S., reaching an audience prepared for

“culture” by the work of Franz Boas. Boas never ruled over a "school" of anthropology
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or P-O, but he brought both into the universities, sending students from his courses at
Columbia University out to other institutions; they (anthropologists like Robert Lowie,
Margaret Mead, Ruth Benedict, Clark Wissler, Paul Radin, Edward Sapir, and
others) in turn taught it to further generations in Canada and the U.S. Boas encouraged
his students to do systematic fieldwork encompassing all four sub-disciplines. Like
Malinowski, Boas described the concept of culture as an integrating process; he also
stressed the relativity of culture to context. But his approach to the merger of theory
and method was more "textual", and, like the contextual approach of Malinowski, Boas's
teachings have been influential in shaping the version of P-O that emerged in North
American anthropology and sociology.

For Boas, culture resided more in the individual bearer than in the collective
entity. Careful fieldwork entailed close attention to individual "texts" or informant
accounts which could thus reveal the rules of culture with a minimum of abstraction and
representation. His students recall that he told them little of technique, but much about
the scientific attitude of natural history, encouraging the careful, inductive, bias-free
collection of data - an approach begun by American predecessors like J.W. Powell, with
whom Boas disagreed on theory (Marian Smith 1959: 51; Mead 1972: 140; Freilich
1977a: 11; R. Wax 1971: 30-5; Stocking 1968: 155, 204; Boas 1960). P-O was
just one technique to be used when appropriate, he taught, and it was often most
appropriate for meeting and exploring individuals and their "texts." In particular, Boas
utilized key informants and the rules of rapport and reciprocity (Rohner 1966: 209-
12). In his own fieldwork he participated in Indian dances and feasts, but his primary
immersion was always in the texts rather than in the societies. Fieldworkers should be
cautious about the imposition of theory on these texts during P-O, he taught; theory will
emerge gradually from the conclusions of data and method but should not ignore the

integrity of the primary interpretations of hosts themselves. He cautioned against rigid



adherence to any paradiigml such as evolutionism, which failed to respect the relativity
and historicity of individual cultures; thus Boas was less an advocate of theory than of
the application of science and insight into its determination (Landes 1970, 1973: 44;
Mead 1959 a: 12-16,b; Herskovitz 1953: 66-7; Radin 1933: 3-29). It was only
later, through the endeavours of his students, that American P-O took the stamp of
inductive objectivity and added Boas' ideas (and those of Malinowski and others) on the
subjective validity of culture to produce a monistic field method which hinged on the
fieldworker's intersubjective creation of cultural texts through interactions with hosts,
and on the replication of the internal validity of culture through the external objectivity
of the observer.

By midcentury the work of these mentors had produced a version of P-O taught
and practiced by sociologists (beginning with the University of Chicago structuralists)
and anthropologists. Some of the rules, such as those pertaining to role-playing and
reciprocity, were explicitly taught and adhered to, whereas others, which focussed on
the creative task of the researcher, were informally understood and taught more by
example and theory than by classroom guidance (Freilich 1977a: 12). Not only did P-O
need to be flexible to accomodate the varying circumstances of hosts and fieldworkers,
but it gradually had to respond to a divisive burgeoning of theory; this latter
contributed to an increasing emphasis on the integrity of method as access to culture
rather than as merely an access to any particular theoretical persuasion.

By the 1960s, the increased availability of funding and university access
produced scores of students in the U.S. who went to all areas of the globe to rescue
cultural information from societies undermined by the crumbling colonial empire. P-O
began to be taught more explicitly as method; it became popular as the hallmark of
anthropological research, and resourcefulness in the field was applauded. But, as

numbers of researchers in foreign cultures increased, and as these societies gained
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independence, they began to respond to anthropologists in their midst, calling in the
1960s and 1970s for accountability in fieldwork. This response, in combination with
the growth of phenomenological paradigms in anthropology, led to a "self-
consciousness" within anthropology (and sociology) wherein practitioners began to
seriously examine both the method and its underlying ideals (Nash and Wintrob 1972:
528-32; Emerson 1981: 352-53, 1983:9-11). Some concluded that fieldwork
needed to become more scientific and objective (Honigmann 1976b), whereas others
explored the role of the researcher's subjective bias in cultural discovery. Most have
taken an intermediary stance, declaring that P-O is both art and science, with its own
cultural rules, and that its success depends upon awareness of the researcher's
marginal role as both scientist/outsider and particpant/insider -- and the insights
afforded by this role. It is this interpretation of P-O that we will pursue more
intensively in the thesis.

One final note on the history is necessary before undertaking an examination of
the rules of P-O, since our case study is set in Canada. Canadian anthropology, like
American, began with the observations of missionaries, traders, and explorers. By the
late 19th and early 20th centuries, self-trained ethnographers (amateurs and
scientists) like Horatio Hale, Marius Barbeau, and William and George Dawson were
making notes on Native Indian and ethnic cultures. Some researches were done by foreign
expeditions, like the Danish-sponsored Fifth Thule Expedition in the Arctic, and varied
explorations sponsored by the U.S. and British governments. The British took a
particular interest in directing researchers in their former colony. Some of the
earliest systematic investigations were encouraged under the auspices of the Geological
Survey of Canada, which was a partial sponsor of expeditions like the Canadian Arctic
Expedition of 1913-18 under V. Stefansson; this one produced ethnographic studies of

the Inuit by Stefansson and Diamond Jenness (see Diubaldo 1978).



In 1910 the Geological Survey instituted an Anthropology Division, and Boas in
the U.S. was consulted about personnel. He recommended Edward Sapir, one of his
students, who came to Ottawa and brought the Boasian four-field subdivisions of
anthropology to Canada during his tenure from 1910 to1925. Sapir outlined a program
of survey and P-O researches intended primarily to salvage Indian cultures and
languages; the Royal Ontario Museum also sponsored some projects. Under the influence
of the museums and the British ethnological societies, the discipline thus developed
with both British and American characteristics by the time it entered the universities at
the University of Toronto in 1925 (see Cole 1973; Darnell 1976b; Carpenter 1979;
Preston 1980, 1983; McFeat 1976). Anthropology did not gain much stature in the
universities until mid-century, however, and, while Canadian anthropology has been
praised for its productive researches, it has not, according to some critics, developed a
distinctive Canadian perspective in either method or theory (Maranda 1983; McFeat
1980; Preston 1983). Instead, references to the growth and development of P-O in

these chapters can be said to include Canadian examples.

3. Rules

As P-O developed a distinctive existence as a method, and became widely
practiced in sociology and anthropology, it incorporated a set of implicit and explicit
rules for its practice. Some of these came to be taught as explicit directives of
technique and strategy, whereas others were implicit assumptions shaped by the
theoretical paradigms which influenced the development of P-O. In this section, some
of these rules will be outlined, with a brief explanation for each; it is not possible to

detail their full development here, however.
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A. One can only learn participant-observation by doing it. We mentioned in our
historical sketch that it was not until at least mid-century before P-O began to be
taught, at least in American universities, as a set of methodological rules which could
be applied flexibly to varying situations. Before that time, it was generally believed
that, if a student was trained in general science method, if he was observant and
adaptable, and if he was familiar with applicable theory, then the student could "learn
on the job" how to do P-O. The rules of method would flow from its practice. Teachers
such as E.E. Evans-Pritchard believed fieldwork was best taught, then, by the
application of theory and the worth of personal experience: the sink or swim approach
(Beattie 1965: 5; Middleton 1970: 2-3; Nakane 1975: 16-7; Beals 1970: 32-3,
38). Students were given only sparse, practical advice and some have since confessed
their own ignorance of field methods when they began fieldwork (R. Wax 1971: 66;

Norbeck 1970: 245-46; Berreman 1962: 4; Nader 1970).

B. Upon "entering the field,”" one must establish relationships with several key
persons, including local leaders or officials who will grant permission or sanction, key
informants, and interpretors/assistants. There is a substantial segment of literature
on P-O devoted to the process of field entry, once the student/researcher has decided
upon a field research site. This includes both official and unofficial permission to work
in the community; initial contacts may be important in legitimation, in establishing
factional liaisons, in arranging one's status and roles, and in finding assistants,
informants, and mediators. 1 Finding and establishing relationships with one's key
teachers is also critical to the on-going access to information and knowledge, and,
indeed, to the intersubjective activity of cultural reconstruction. Often anthropologists
have found that their best teachers are people who are perceived as (or perceive

themselves as) marginal to their own communities, and thus often more objective,
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reflective, and articulate than other residents (see the volume by Casagrande, ed., 1960
on informants). While these relationships are often productive, they may also sever

the researcher from ties with other mainstream segments of the society.

C. One must not only establish relationships, one must establish rapport, or acceptance
by those individuals on a personal as well as professional level. The building of rapport
is both an objective of participatory immersion in the community and a technique for
attaining it, depending upon one's perspective. No simple definition of "rapport" exists
in the literature, but it is widely accepted as a prerequisite for successful
communication with one's hosts. Laura Nader (1970) refers to it as the ability to cope
so that work is possible, establishing a personal milieu of effective survival which
includes positive communication with informants. Early writings on P-O described
rapport as a simple by-product of the role that one plays in the field, but now it is
recognized as more than that: both an approval of one's person and a legitimation of one's
purpose. This legitimation places one within the natural context of the culture and
offsets the "unnatural” effects of one's acts by accepting them as valid -- because the
person performs social relationships in a valid manner. In a curious fashion, the
anthropologist seeks to neutralize him/herself so that not only is insiderness but
outsiderness acceptable; he seeks this through an effective -- if fictional -- neutrality
between himself and his hosts. Although most fieldworkers agree that social and political
neutrality and equality are rarely possible for the "foreign” (and often elite or
marginal) researcher, rapport is part of the illusion that they can exist in normalized
social interactions, and that the researcher is "participating” in these relationships
rather than merely observing their dynamics.2 Indeed, it may at times be this very
inequality, the social gap between teacher and student, which makes social relations

possible through a unique rapport of circumstance and status (Mead 1972b: 120-21).
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D. One way of obtaining rapport is to immerse onself in the daily lives of the people,
and to learn the rules of behaviour which make this lifestyle possible for group
members. As we have seen, the "participation” aspect of P-O can vary from simple
observation of activities, to participation in social relationship and the observance of
etiquette, to involvement in the daily tasks and festivities of the hosts; some
participation is endemic to the process of interaction and learning itself. 3 Full
immersion would mean becoming a member of the culture indistinguishable from other
members; this empathy exists as an ideal of fieldwork for some, but is rarely possible
or desirable for either host or guest (Liebow 1967: 232-56; Chilungu 1976; Pelto
1970: 220). The researcher must choose which strategies will be most effective.

To do this, he must learn what constitutes valid participation, learning the
cultural rules by which people interact and communicate. This is not only part of the
building of rapport, but is simply part of learning culture itself. Along with the
participation of becoming an insider comes the learning of the knowledge of the insider.
Those who take a structuralist view of P-O stress the participatory immersion of role-
playing, whereas symbolic interactionists, on the other hand, emphasize the learning
and use of the rules themselves. In either perspective, and regardless of the degree of
immersion, use of the daily rules of participation serves as a check on validity and
legitimacy of one's findings, tested in conjunction with one's participatory role
(Cicourel 1964: 40-72; Sykes 1978: 154-55; Becker and Geer 1969: 133-41;
Lofland 1976; Bruyn 1970a: 318-24; Emerson 1983: 14-5; Denzin 1972: 185-
216).
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E. One should learn the language spoken by the hosts, appropriate to their culture or
subculture. This is an obvious rule and needs little explanation. Obviously
understanding of language, dialect, and visual communicative cues are integral to
effective interaction and understanding. Language learning has been, however, a major
task in the past for fieldworkers encountering a language previously unfamiliar to them;
according to fieldwork guides and teachings, it is often a first step toward building

relationships and rapport, and as such is both a tool and an objective.

F. Various forms of reciprocity are to be used in establishing relationships and rapport,
and in negotiating one's roles and access to information and other resources. This is
another critical tool of the fieldworker, and often inseparable from building rapport and
establishing roles (see G below). Through reciprocity in social interchange, the
researcher can establish the illusion of equality and neutrality which allows rapport to
operate effectively, and the practice of reciprocity may itself be bound by the rules of
culture (hence participation). Reciprocity may involve paying or giving gifts to one's
informants, or simply sharing of social activities and knowledge, but it is always a
two-sided process whereby hosts and guests both negotiate acceptable terms (Paul

1953: 434-41; Pelto and Pelto 1973: 251-60; Dumont 1978: 49-59).

To some extent, manipulation of the terms of reciprocity has been part of P-O
method since its inception; early fieldworkers quickly learned what they had to "give"
in order to obtain information and cooperation, and they learned how to manipulate the
terms of the agreements: even "bullying” informants or researchers (see Nadel 1939:
323-24; Middleton 1970: 64-6; Richardson 1975: 524-27; Lowie 1959: 16-7;
Nash 1975: 234). Terms are often conditional on whether the researcher is perceived
as dependent upon his hosts, or whether he has an elite position; some anthropologists

deny that true reciprocity ever supercedes these gaps (Levi-Strauss 1974: 381-82; S.
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Diamond 1974: 69-90). Reciprocity is, however, both part of the mutually-created
fictions upon which social relationships are always based (from an interactionist
perspective), and an assertion of the independence of each actor to try to control and

manipulate those relationships (Geertz 1968).4

G. One should play one or more roles viable in the society. We will treat the practice of
"role-playing" as a central aspect of participant-observation, and, in the next chapter,
we will explore its conceptual correlates. Roles are empirical and phenomenological
summaries of the aspects we have already described: rules, rapport, reciprocity. Some
of the earliest attempts to describe roles in P-O literature emphasized their static,
structural quality as positions held within the natural context of the society which
delimited access to information and clarified expectations for behaviour. If one played
the role of a European teacher, for example, one could get certain types of information
from the hosts, and one would be expected to act in predictable ways (Paul 1953: 431-
34; Nadel 1939: 325-26; F. Kluckhohn 1940). As fieldworkers began to explore the
complexities of role creation and performance, however, attention shifted to the
interactive dimensions of roles, whereby roles were perceived to be relative to the
actors' needs and interests, to pre-existing roles and statuses, to mutual expectations,
and to circumstances of setting. Roles were then prescribed as negotiations of identity
and performance, the setting of rules for consistent expectations, which did indeed
structure social relationships so that rapport, reciprocity, etc. could take place; key
words were flexibility, legitimacy, credibility, and responsibility as defining
characteristics of role performance (Cicourel 1964: 40-9; Haas and Shaffir 1980:
245-52; Fine 1980: 119-25; Agar 1980b: 53, 81-8; Lofland 1976; Katz 1983:
146-48).



By combining these perspectives, we will define roles here as "sets of cultural
expectations regarding behaviour appropriate to given activities or events, which may
be to varying degrees crystallized around a social structural position.” As such, they
are construed as (1) part of the natural context of social relations and cultural order;
everyone, including the researcher, plays one or more roles in context. They are (2)
relative to situation, in that they emerge or change relative to the engagement of the
actors involved in role-playing, including the degree of participation a researcher has
in the natural context; similarly, a researcher may find that one role she plays may
conflict with another. ® Roles allow people to predict what will happen if they release
certain open or "backstage" information about themselves (3) in these settings; thus
they have structural qualities. Roles are usually negotiated, like reciprocity, by the
mutual efforts of hosts and guests (4); fieldworkers may be assigned roles on entry to
the field and then find that the roles change as perceptions of their purpose and
personality change. And, performance of roles may have political or ethical
consequences if expectations are violated (5). A researcher who pretends to play an
insider role, such as a student in a school, may face censure if deception is suspected.

One of the most important aspects of role-playing is that roles allow one to test
the validity of findings, as we discussed in regard to rules (roles can be seen as rule and
expectation). If one is able to perform a role in the "natural context" of one's hosts'
culture successfully, then one is correctly learning to predict and manipulate
behavioural settings, and one can use what one learns from roles to create cultural
texts. Similarly, hosts assess the adequacy of the researcher’s insight by evaluating
his/her role performances. An extensive literature in sociology and anthropology exists
on the types of roles one plays in relation to validity. 6 Some of it relates to
overt/covert roles, as writers suggest that some information could not be obtained if

hosts are aware of the researcher's "real" role as researcher, so that the fieldworker
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must go "undercover" in another role. This is both an ethical and a legitimacy question,
and the advisability of either overt or covert role-playing depends upon an assessment of
the outcomes in rapport and in validity of results; this latter in turn depends upon the
definition of 'natural' context which exists between hosts and guests.

In some situations outsiders have effectively created and used "researcher”
roles, as we will see in our case study (Lowie 1959: 60; R. Wax 1971: 79; Carter
1972: 146; N. Diamond 1970: 126-27; Dumont 1978: 43-66; Whyte 1881: 300-
05; Berreman 1968: 346, 356-61; Dentan 1970; Read 1965: 97-98). In others,
they may take or be assigned to other roles considered appropriate: perhaps a stranger
(or merely an unknown European) about whom expectations are only partially
crystallized, so that the researcher takes a liminal and insightful role half-in and half-
out of the culture which is both threat and intriguing ambiguity (see Nash 1963, Schutz
1944; Simmel 1950; Wood 1934 for extensive discussions of the parallels between
the ethnologist and the stranger). The researcher may commonly be deemed the
equivalent of a child or a student, someone to be instructed in essential etiquette and who
is a potential family member and quasi-insider. He may be a friend to some hosts,
thereby acquiring the intimacy of knowledge which flows from that role. And there is a
panoply of roles played by westerners in non-western societies to which the researcher
may be matched: teacher, missionary, government worker, spy, social worker,
healer. 7 Again, these roles have been described in the literature on P-O, but the
applicability of each depends very much upon the actors, settings, and objectives of

each situation, so that generalizations are difficult.

H. Time is knowledge. Beginning with Rivers, Radcliffe-Brown, Malinowski, and
other methodological mentors, one of the most fundamental rules of the field is that one

must spend an extensive time in the field in order to truly get to know the people -- to



build rapport and test validity of interpretations. Malinowski and others have even
recommended taking an analytic break after a year and then returning to check one's
assumptions. The recommended time frame has tended to be more extended in the British
tradition, up to two years or more, whereas in American anthropology field terms are
often one year or less. Amount of time relates not only to scientific objectives,

however, but to visas/permissions for entry, funding, and the responses of hosts.
Extensive stays may not guarantee insight, however, but only endurance (Hayano

1979: 101-02). When we discuss the case study, we will return to the importance of

time as a measure of knowledge gained.

I. The researcher must bound the unit of study, in order to study it holistically. Here
we reflect upon an implicit assumption in the above discussion: in order to participate
in a culture, and hence to interpret it, the fieldworker assumes that a viable,
integrated culture (usually different from his own) exists independently and
holistically. When P-O became associated with functionalism, it also became associated
with the idea that cultures/societies can be bounded as units of study, and this
assumption has come to underlie both P-O and the related concepts of natural context and
culture. The bounding of the community of study is often a first step in research
planning, assessed through the literature and through contacts, but it may change or
emerge once the researcher learns more about the situation in the field. In the modern
context, where no culture is isolated, researchers may have difficult separating host
communities or groups from their environment, and it may be hazardous to do so in
terms of comprehensive insight. But the assumption of integration and cohesion remains
regardless of complex circumstances, even if the unit of study is only a single

individual, since the reseacher must delimit his text or context before interpreting it. 8
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J. One must maintain a dual stance in the field; not only is one participating in the social
relations of the natural context, but one is learning and interpreting the internal

validity of of the situation by maintaining conceptual, even social, distance.

K. One must ground one's explanations and understandings in the natural context, yet
develop generalized abstractions from it; epistemology is dependent both upon the self as
research instrument and upon the sociocultural duality of the social role. These rules
also follow from previous discussion. If one assumes a bounded field of study, one often
also assumes that there is a "natural" validity to its independent existence. The
strategies of role, rapport, etc. are geared to respecting this natural context, so that the
observer's presence will not cause "unnatural" effects. Only by perceiving a valid
"natural” culture can one describe it in a valid manner, and, as we will see, in P-O the
replication of the insider's "natural" validity is often an ultimate objective. The process
of reaching conclusions and interpretations about the host culture, the derivation of text
from context or epistemology, is influenced by the researcher's dual position as insider
(in the natural context) and as outsider (analyzing that context). The burden of
replication is placed on the researcher: does his/her (outsider) interpretation have
validity to the insider?

The effectiveness of the strategies by which the researcher plays these dual roles
in context determines, then, the adequacy of the abstractions made about that context.
At the same time, P-O is often judged to produce unique, non-replicable results, since
each fieldworker may interpret these roles differently. The fieldworker must discover,
therefore, how to "check” the truth of his observations against himself and others in
order to make the internal validity of culture externally credible; this is done through
both empirical and phenomenological epistemes of cross-checking "facts” via multiple

methods and testing rules situationally.9
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This duality is related to the image and role of marginality which the fieldworker
often occupies in relation to the hosts; we have mentioned the liminal role of stranger.
Regardless of the degree of immersion into culture that the fieldworker seeks, there is a
need for distanced reflexivity in order to comprehend the dimensions of culture (the
bounding of context). The fieldworker may be limited in participation also by host
expectations that he is fundamentally an outsider (S. Diamond 1974: 77; Pelto and
Pelto 1973: 248, 259; Paul 1953: 436-38; Agar 1980b: 58-9, 85-8; Schwab
1977: 69-70; Freilich 1977a: 2;: Bowen 1964: 26, 290-91; Read 1965: 6). Even
insiders trained as observers must play a dual role.10  Anthropological P-O. in
particular, has made a structural pillar of this a-structural marginality. Titles of
fieldwork volumes incorporate the appellation "marginal® and its equivalents (see
Freilich, ed., 1977; Powdermaker 1966). Marginality is expressed in field accounts
as dual conflicting roles, e.g, stranger and friend, person and scientist, child and aduit
observer.'! Marginality becomes necessary to retain duality of perspective; both the

image and the role are encouraged as badges of the discipline.

L. The researcher must use him/herself as a research instrument.

M. Both problem and method will tend to emerge from the process of doing fieldwork,
regardless of prior research design. We can link these rules back to the first one, that
the fieldworker must learn through practice, and to rules J and K. Again. the burden is
on the fieldworker to balance his subjective intuition, and the relativity of his
experience, with the objectivity of replication and external credibility. Sociologists
and anthropologists(and their hosts) have both been concerned, since the 1960s, with
the concepts of relativity and subjectivity within P-O. To respect the holistic

integration of culture, it has been argued, it is necessary to respect the relative
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operations of that culture; this functional relativity is often extended to moral

relativity, whereby the fieldworker must withhold judgment about his/her hosts.
These practices involve suspension of the fieldworker's subjective opinions and
attittudes in order to open her mind to the experience of culture, or in other words, to
experience culture objectively. Many anthropologists were shocked in 1967 when
Malinowski's field diaries were published by his wife, mora than twenty years after his
death. The diaries revealed the writer's alientation from his own and his hosts'’
societies, his role conflicts, his stresses, and his prejudices; they also revealed that
Malinowski, the arch-proponent of P-O, was probably influenced by personal ideas and
intuition (Young 1979: 11-14; Firth 1967; Forge 1972: 292-86). Scientists
asked, is it possible or desirable to suspend this subjective element?

One response to this question, in the past 20 years, primarily by positivists,
has been to try to make P-O more objective. This is done by training researchers to
control biases, and to use alternate methods, like surveys and other formal research
tools, to cross-check the impressions of observations and to reduce the unique, non-
replicable dimensions of P-O (see Honigmann 1976b). Presumably these methods
would also make problem definition less dependent upon the serendipity of circumstance
and personality. Clyde Kluckhohn and Margaret Mead, among others, have even
recommended psychoanalysis before fieldwork in order to learn to control biases, but
most fieldworkers have traditionally been expected to do this without training (L. Nader
1970; Mead 1973; see also Korner 1959; McCall 1969U 128-33; Bruyn 1970a:
305-21).

The other response has been to incorporate the subjective element more
fruitfully into field practice, since many fieldworkers have found that, not only could
they not suspend all judgment, but that intuition and interpersonal communication

played a central role in both discovery and testing of patterns in their own research. 12
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One can bring one's assumptions, as well as one's theoretical presuppositions, to the
fore and thus become aware of them and, in some cases, make use of them. Awareness
can clarify the direction of thought, and can help to reduce the stresses of fieldwork.
We will return to this in the next chapter when we discuss value in objectivity.
As phenomenological theories have gained credence in performing and evaluating P-O,
however, the awareness of subjectivity has taken on a more creative dimension than that
allowed in more dualistic, empirical paradigms. Personal stance is regarded as a vital
ingredient in the intersubjective dialogue through which culture is created and utilized.
Hosts react subjectively to researchers, and shape their teachings accordingly; the
same process must happen in reverse. Rather than interpreting this uniqueness as a
drawback of bias, as would happen in a more traditional positivist P-O paradigm,
phenomenologists point out that the objectivity of culture is itself an illusion. By
participating in cultural creation the researcher can more fully "know" the hosts than
he can by distancing him/herself from them in the false impression that culture has
existence independent of the participants. In chapter two, we will explore the concepts
of objectivity, relativity, and culture more fully, comparing and contrasting these two

"solutions” to the role of the person in P-O practice.

N. Successful completion of fieldwork is often hailed as a personal mark of initiation
into the discipline of anthropology. We mentioned this point before in our history. By
the time P-O became widespread in the 1960s it was often regarded informally as a
hallmark of the discipline, and completion of P-O was used as an evaluation of the
researcher's personal qualification and abilities -- fieldwork was a rite of passage by
which one "proved oneself" as an anthropologist. This was never, of course, a formal
requirement of professional training, but observers within the discipline have often

stated that they felt the presence of the rule in fieldwork preparation and recounting. 13
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IV. Response

It has only been within the past 20 years, in the "self-conscious” period of P-O
practice and reflection, that anthropologists have begun to pay serious attention to the
responses of their hosts to P-O rules. In the first accounts and guides to P-O, it was
taken for granted that the hosts would have some part to play in assigning roles,
demanding reciprocity, or building rapport. Comments scattered in the literature
reveal that this was so, but most of the information we have on host involvement has
indeed been filtered through the perceptions of the fieldworker reporting the experience.
It is only recently that reseachers have detailed this involvement, and that hosts have
made direct statements about their responses. As non-western fieldwork became more
enmeshed in the political independence movements of the 1960s-1980s, persons in
other cultures have often become outspoken about what they expect from fieldworkers
doing P-O. This kind of response is a major part of the case study to follow later in the
thesis, so that these few remarks will help to build a context for that study.

Certainly the circumstances of fieldwork vary enormously world-wide, and
fieldworkers who have worked in several different cultures have often pointed out that
the response they received differed according to the experiences and predispositions of
each culture. Some had never been studied and welcomed the researcher, whereas
others, over-studied, may even have turned him/her away. Always there is some

response, however, and the factors of response do show similarity cross-culturally.

i. Hosts help determine roles, and the rules and reciprocity which go with them, and
thus set limits on the kind of participation the fieldworker can have. The outsider may

initially be placed into a role with which the hosts are familiar, or which other Euro-



Americans may play, as we have seen. Suspicions are not uncommon, especially when
the researcher is a stranger and his/her activities are not understood: is he a
government spy; is she sponsored by a rival village (Freilich 1977a: 2-3; Agar
1980b: 58-9)? The spy is capable of doing anything from increasing taxes, to
changing government policy, to starting factories, to illicit trading, to stealing and
eating babies.14 After all, the fieldworker typically does come from a more advantaged
society, and hosts wonder why he would bother coming to their community (Rabinow
1977: 91). But as the outsider becomes more familiar, roles may change, along with
demands for behaviour. A "child™ may be expected to grow up and act more like an
adult; and hosts find out what the limits are on what they may obtain from the
fieldworker in return for teaching. A negotiating and testing process is underway as
hosts search for the "real" reason for the fieldworker's presence. Eventually, the
researcher may gain credibility (although perhaps not legitimacy) for the researcher
role itself; many host cultures who have experienced repeat visit by fieldworkers have
come to expect certain behaviours, such as question-asking, for this role type (Pandey
1972: 332-35, 1975: 204-09; Fenton 1972: 114-15; Xiaotong 1980: 117-19;

Watson 1972: 180).

ii. As noted, hosts may demand a return for their involvement. These demands have
always been present, but hosts have become more vocal about their expectations in
recent years. This may involve straight payment for services rendered, but it may also
include favours, political advocacy, and some benefits from the research itself, such as
perhaps a favourable change in government policy. Many fieldworkers have commented
in their account on the kinds of requests made and the manipulation that has sometimes
accompanied it; Lowie (1959: 59) reported that a Crow Indian friend thought that

Lowie would profit from the information, and wanted to share in the profits; this
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reaction is common also when informants do not understand the way information is used
in the researcher's world. 15 But, as hosts become more like ourselves, they do
understand the research context, and their demands for return, particularly for
tangible applications of research findings, have become more oriented to this context
(Richardson 1975: 526-31; Macquet 1964: 47; Geertz 1968; Nash and Wintrob

1972: 531; see also the volume edited by Hymes, 1974).

iii. As younger generations of hosts have obtained more education and more exposure to
Euro-American societies, they have increasingly read fieldwork reports and commented
upon their accuracy, or lack thereof. There are concerns that fieldworkers have invaded
privacy, have included judgmental biases, and have misrepresented cultures. The first,
invasion of privacy, has been a particular concern of hosts from the beginning of P-O.
Frank Cushing, whose apparently complete acceptance by his 19th century Zuni hosts
has become almost mythical in American anthropology, has revealed that the Zuni Bow
Priest society threatened his life on one occasion when he was collecting sacred
ceremonial information (see Pandey 1972: 322-26; Gronewold 1972: 33-49;
Georges and Jones 1980: 5-17). This “invasion" can have serious implications for
both the hosts and the fieldworker; the Omaha believed that one informant had died after
telling sacred lore to the anthropologist Alice Fletcher, and Ruth Benedict was accused
by another anthropologist of "killing the Indians" by slowly taking away the heart of
their spiritual culture in her documentation (Mead, ed., 1959a: 298-314). More
recently, informants have reported having been deceived or betrayed by the reporting of
private information, and public statements of this are increasing in frequency (see for
example accounts by Adair 1960: 491-92; Pandey 1972: 335-36; Golde 1970;
Madan 1975: 138-40; Lopata 1980; Watson 1972: 172-73; Fenton 1972: 112-
18).



Comments on the accuracy and representation of anthropological accounts are also
appearing more frequently. Later generations of Trobriand Islanders have been asked to
interpret Malinowski's work, and some have noted that he was not always accurate in
regard to social organization (Young 1979: 14-5). These inaccuracies and biases may
be interpreted politically as exploitation; hosts have frequently confused the personal
and professional motives of researchers, sometimes accusing outsiders of deliberate
bias and political manipulation of data results. When hosts have been asked for their
comments on P-O methods and writings, misrepresentation appears frequently as a
major complaint, as we will see in the case study. 16 It is central to the insider
assessment of validity, credibility, and objectivity, and as such is vital to any
evaluation of P-O methods and assumptions, as we will see in future chapters.

In sum, hosts have come to demand a more complex kind of reciprocity from
fieldworkers, one incorporating both tangible and intangible factors. Some simply turn
their back on anthropologists, refusing to cooperate or evincing little interest in the
offerings of the outsider. Others get involved by asking for more than payment and
favours; they ask for accountability and commitment. By doing this, they are
influencing the rules and structure of P-O; for example, some demand greater
commitments of time in the field before they will acknowledge that the fieldworker has
gained insights (Pandey 1975: 207). Again, the demand for conformity and
commitment varies by community and by individual, but a general overview of host
response and commentary cannot fail to convince the reader that many hosts are no
longer willing to believe in the "illusion" of equality between fieldworker and host that
P-O has often rested upon (Geertz 1968; Xiaotong 1980). Each party realizes that he is
from a different cultural world than the Other, and that these are not merged in a year's
interaction regardless of the amount of personal accord. The illusions may still exist,

but they are carefully managed and evaluated by participants.
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4 Images

We will conclude this chapter by describing a correlate of P-O rule and
response, the images of the fieldworker held by himself (about himself) and by hosts.
Images bring rule and response together, revealing their interaction; images are
descriptors of role, status, and personal performance, and they tell us how
performance and practice is evaluated in relation to culture: fieldworkers' and hosts'.
As with response, much of the information we have on images is filtered through the
reporting of the investigator. And, although some images are relative to the culture of
origin, some image "types" can be identified cross-culturally in association with both
application of rules and the general circumstances of political and cultural response.

We can divide those images held by hosts into those referring to status and those
referring to personal performance. Status images are descriptors of group social status
and membership, and they can denote the degree of acceptance of the fieldworker as
like/different from hosts. The most frequent images describe the race, power, and
wealth of the researcher. Neither guest nor host was, in many cases, quite able to
overcome the fact that the researcher was usually white (Euro-American), came from
wealthier social settings, was educated, or was associated with a more powerful class.
Some fieldworkers have found that they were continuously distinguished as 'white' when
working with non-white populations, a quality which may in turn take on associations of
power or liminality. 17 Once a fieldworker is accepted, on the other hand, they may be
told, as H. Powdermaker (1966: 148) was by the U.S. blacks with whom she worked,
that they are "really” black, or native; Lowie was told by an Indian man that although
he looked white, he acted Indian (1959: 46). Fieldworkers have sometimes found,
however, that they were never fully accepted by either local native or local Euro-

American residents, so that they occupied a marginal status/image as well as role
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(Pandey 1982: 72; D. Turner 1979: 21-6; Whitehead 1980: 42-5; Middleton 1970:
67-70; Beals 1970: 46).

There were few generic labels for anthropologists as a profession (rather than
personal performance) reported in this literature, however; the Navajo, one of the
most-studied North American groups, call anthropologists "leeches" and "summer
birds," referring to their transience and their tendency to take information away
without reward (Pandey 1975: 203-04). M. Mead reported that the people of the island
Manus called them "look looks,"” in reference to their roles as ubiquitous observers
(Mead 1970b).

Personal images held by hosts refer to behaviour and role performance by
fieldworkers. Some of the descriptors most frequently encountered are incompetence,
foolishness, stinginess, laziness, aggressiveness, and lack of fully human behaviour
(lacking a spouse, or religion, or proper gender behaviour, for example). These are
obviously evaluations of how well the researcher can meet cultural expectations, or how
well socialized he is. More positive images are also found -- brave, generous, friendly
-- but in some cases these are idealizations of fieldworkers which appeared
retrospectively a few years after the fieldworker's visit, when the individual has
already entered the status of local legend (Fenton 1972: 6; L. Nader 1970; Gonzalez
1977: 129). Although the sources of these images, as reported in field accounts, are
too numerous to cite, it should be noted that the same kinds of images tend to recur
cross-culturally; for example, incompetence and foolishness are frequent labels for
one who appears awkward in an unfamiliar cultural setting.

Self-images accord with these personal images; it is often difficult to discern,
in reporting, the differences between how the observer saw him/herself and how he
thought the others saw him. The emotions one feels, and the prior expectations one

brings, help to mold these images, which are mediated by reactions of others to the Self
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as the P-O process ensues. A few central images recur in the literature with great
regularity: marginality, incompetence, helplessness or inadequacy, and guilt. In
1952 Ann Roe reported on a study of anthropologists, with a small sample of eight;
she suggested that anthropologists were predisposed by self-selecting factors of
personality and ambition to have certain responses, such as detachment, rebelliousness,
and sensitivity (Roe 1952; Nash 1963: 160-62; see also Wintrob 1969). And, again,
similar factors of fieldwork practice, including the encounter with the unknown, help
also to shape these images.

Marginality seems, for example, to be an inevitable descriptor of both
performance and status in the field for many fieldworkers who never feel fully a part of
either their own or their hosts' cultures. Such prominent fieldworkers as M. Mead
(1977: 194-96), Ruth Benedict (see Mead, ed., 1959a: 84-93), and Levi-Strauss
(1974) felt it, among others. Similarly, self-images of incompetence and
helplessness are ready counter-responses to host responses to the fieldworker's
awkward gestures; it is not uncommon for researchers in some settings to be literally
physically dependent upon hosts for survival. Again, references to these self-images
are too frequent in the fieldwork accounts to list. The fourth image, that of guilt, arises
both from marginal stances and from competing demands on the fieldworker: to be loyal
to the discipline, to respond to hosts, to be both involved and detached. The amount of
self-expurgating literature exploring this guilt has increased as host demands have
become more open and as the discipline has become more self-conscious. Richardson
(1975: 527) lampoons, "Anthropologists race each other in their willingness to accept
the most devastating criticism." The guilt image is not new to P-O, but it is becoming
structured into the pillar of marginality as rationalization for its own being. The image
of the participant-observer is thus relative: self relative to Other, Other relative to

self, self relative to self. It is worthy of comment because of this relativity and its




relation to the aims and procedures of cultural insight and epistemology, as will be

discussed in the next chapter.



CHAPTER TWO: EPISTEMOLOGY AND ONTOLOGY IN PARTICIPANT-
OBSERVATION

In this chapter, we will complete the preparation for the case study portion of
the thesis, moving from the structure of fieldwork to an examination of the conceptual
basis of understanding how it is possible to learn about another culture through
observation of, and participation in, its living embodiments. The central concepts of
objectivity, relativity, and culture will be analyzed as epistemology and as ontology, as
they have been used in P-O evolution in both dualistic and monistic interpretive
traditions. Some of the inherent confusions in the uses of these concepts, deriving from
both traditions, will be identified, and an alternate framawork for interpreting the
conceptual framework of P-O will be proposed. This framework will in turn provide a
restructured "window" through which the case study can be interpreted and understood.

In the preceding chapter, we discussed how P-O evoived from foundations in both
positivist, empirical perspectives, derived from methods in the natural sciences, and
from more phenomenological influences in interpretation of the cultural process
associated with P-O. The "classic" fieldwork which grew under the wing of early 20th
century functionalism and relativism, in both British and American variants,
developed a set of implicit and explicit rules of practice and evaluation. These rules
were then explored in the chapter, with emphasis on core ideas of role, reciprocity,
and image. All of these ideas relate to the establishment of a natural context of social
relations. Roles are sets of expectations which facilitate social performance;
reciprocity is the exchange of expectations which allows the manipulation of social

relations under the guise of coordination and conflict. Images are reflectors of how well
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roles and reciprocity are working, according, again, to the evolving expectations of the
social actors.

Underneath the functionalist paradigm of context and social performance, then,
ideas about "culture” as expectation have guided both the practice of fieldwork and its
evaluation by fieldworkers and hosts. The "objective” parameters of rule and role are
affected by the "subjective” experience of the fieldworker, so that P-O has had
difficulty living up to its original framing as positive science. And, however objectified
in fieldwork and ethnography. culture has remained fluid, "subjective,” and often
elusive in the intersubjective meeting of host and fieldworker. Participant-observation
has remained “relative” to its own experience, and this has been repeatedly contrasted
with the empirical evidence of culture as objective expectation and natural context.

We also saw that, by the late 1960s, the practice of some variant ¢f P-O in
anthropology and the production of an ethnographic description and analysis were
considered to be defining contributions of the discipline. At the same time, however,
the increasing complexity ot field situations, the challenges of hosts, and the
diversification of competing theoretical frameworks in anthropology began to cause a
re-evaluation of P-O as science, and as humanism. Although the same expectations
remain that P-O is an access to an empirical reality, questions have arisen about the
composition of that reality by cultural actors and by fieldworkers themselves. While
still trying to make diverse societies and experiences relevant to world political and
economic systems and issues, many anthropologists have delved more deeply into the
interpretive aspects of culture as seen through fieldwork, rejecting prior inclusive
theoretical paradigms for an emphasis on the micro-processes of culture construction
and praxis. Influenced by trends in literary analysis, by phenomenology, by Marxist
critiques, by psychological individualism, by varieties of linguistic and symbolic

discourse, by hermeneutics, by symbclic interactionism, and by other analytic styles,
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anthropologists (and hosts) have asked themselves to look reflexively upon the

processes underlying the products of fieldwork, as experienced by the producers (Sass

1986: 50; Myerhoff and Ruby 1982: 27; Marcus and Fischer 1986: 27-30).
A historically and politically sensitive interpretive anthropology, preserving
relativism as the method of engaged inquiry that it was in its inception,
reconstructs fieldwork, the cultural other, and the concept of culture itself as
the framing points for the field of ethnographic representation. Constantly
matching the familiar against the unfamiliar, ethnography finally encourages a
radical questioning of what the scope of its own reception, or, for that matter,
of any work of social science, should be. Any work of ethnography becomes a

historically self-conscious document that recognizes the possibility of multiple
receptions, and of relevances to several possible discourses (Marcus and Fischer

1986: 166).

The current analysis is part of this recent movement in interpretive
anthropology; we evaluate P-O rules through four of these philosophic traditions, using
the concepts of epistemology, ontology, method, and ideology as comparative constructs.
Ontology refers to the nature of existence of being. There is argument, as we will see,
about whether there is an absolute, ultimate reality of the world shared by its
participants; is reality given in the material facets of existence; is it reified into the
social or the cultural; is it located in transcendent consciousness? Epistemology is
the means of knowing that reality, as perhaps, through reason and consciousness, or
through dialogue as interpretation. Thus epistemology and ontology are linked; the
nature of reality is always tied to the way in which we can know it.

And, where epistemology is a set of assumptions about the process of knowing,
method is the actual process of learning about and experiencing reality. P-O is a
method underlain by a series of epistemological assumptions about knowing reality in its
ontological manifestations. Objectivity and relativity, two of the key concepts in our
analysis, can be understood, through the methodological dictates of the various

traditions of knowing, as either ontology or epistemology. They can also be interpreted




49

as ideology, such that they become instruments of the evaluation of knowledge systems

as relevant or accountable for the purposes of particular science or lay communities.

A. APPROACHES to KNOWLEDGE

Before proceding with our treatment of the key concepts of P-O, the approaches
to knowledge which we will use in our analysis need to be briefly introduced. Two
primary paradigms in the interpretation of ontology and epistemology will be compared
and contrasted throughout. One is the dualist paradigm, derived from the 17th century
science initiatives of Descartes, which in the present context would direct us to suppose
that the observer is separate from the observed reality. The participant-observer goes
into the field and perceives a cultural and social world which has a separate, empirical
existence, and which can be described more or less accurately and objectively,
according to the tools of the observer. The dualist approach to which we shall pay
particular attention is positivism, in its applications to social science method.

The other paradigm is monism, in which reality is perceived as continuous;
therefore the observer is part of the reality of the observed, rather than being apart
from it. Phenomenology, hermeneutics, and, to a lesser degree the sociology of
knowledge (which occupies almost an intermediary position between the paradigms),
are the monistic approaches selected here as most relevant to P-O process and
interpretation. The fieldworker must construct his version of reality from the social
processes of interaction in the field; cultural versions or texts are products of method,
then, and cannot be viewed as belonging to a separate reality other than the shared
dialogue of observer and observed.

These descriptions are, of course, somewhat simplistic, as will be the
descriptions of the various approaches below. It is necessary for our purposes to limit

discussion to only the most general points of variance, since a full analysis would
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overwhelm the focus of analysis, P-O, in historic and epistemological detail. In
addition, none of the approaches is uniform. Each has in itself multiple varieties of
interpretation; there are several schools of phenomenology, for example, and several
varieties of positivism. It is important to note, however, that the general approaches
share points of similarity as well as variance, as we will see. One of the major
arguments here is that monistic and dualistic approaches differ less in their
epistemological and ontological assumptions, in regard to P-O, than is commonly

assumed.

1. Positivism and Empiricism

This label is loosely assigned here to the varieties of empirical science methods
which social sciences have borrowed from the natural and physical sciences. In Chapter
One we described how P-O is rooted in the methods of natural science in which the
observer describes and classifies, inductively, the world as observed; these methods
were merely extended to the study of man. Modern positivism is often traced to Bacon
and Descartes and their ideas of empiricism and dualism, and to consequent efforts to
effect a rational control of nature. In the 19th century, theorists such as Henri Saint-
Simon and August Comte, followed by Herbert Spencer, Karl Marx, and others, called
for a positive social science which would provide for the ultimate civilization of man
through the accumulation of empirical knowledge about humanity. The inductivism
which went with these early approaches was challenged by Hume and Kant, however, on
the basis that the nature of empirical reality cannot be confirmed independently of our
perceptions and theories. A new school of positivism emerged in the present century,
the "Vienna Circle" of logical positivism, which combined a dualistic view of reality

with the deductive logical models of mathematics and physics. These scholars perceived
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science as a rational, deductive endeavour whereby theories and universal principles
could be tested and verified against a separate reality.

By the time P-O developed fully as a method in the 1920s and 1930s, it had
absorbed the inductive dictates of natural historians, including Boas, and combined them
with the deductive theories, such as functionalism, of British empiricists. In the U.S.,
there were several circles of thought deriving from logical positivism: at Chicago
through Radcliffe-Brown and pragmatism, 18 for example, and at the Harvard School of
Social Relations, through the functionalism theories of Talcott Parsons, for example
(Leaf 1979: 150-207). The reification of socio-cultural reality, dualism, and the use
of methods from the other sciences are evidences of these influences. We have already
seen how the modified inductivism of P-O combines inductivism with deductivism in a
circular mode. A model of social relations such as that of Radcliffe-Brown or that of
Talcott Parsons could be proposed as an explanation for a pre-existing social field. It
could then be tested, through P-O, to see if the empirical actions of living people
confirmed the synthetic, a-historical, model of functioning social parts. 19
2. Sociology of Knowledge

The sociology of knowledge is concerned primarily with the influence of ideology
and theory on epistemology, or the way in which we know reality; it argues essentially
that the ideas that we (a group of people) hold about the world, including our ideology,
influence the way in which reality is known and perceived. The approach has had a less
direct influence on fieldwork practice than the other approaches discussed, and in fact is
only a peripheral subdiscipline of social science. It illuminates, however, some of the
central epistemological problems surrounding objectivity and relativity, and is often
considered basic to more recent interests in how knowledge is constituted. It
encompasses a range of approaches to the relationships between ideas and their

environment in the social context (Berger and Luckmann 1966: 1-18). The framework
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was named in the 1920s by the German philosopher Max Scheler, and has been
developed both in Europe and the U.S. from several antecedent streams: German
historicism and idealism; Marxism; French sociology (particularly Durkheim's ideas
of the collective); from the pragmatism of James, Mead, and Dewey; and from Weber's
ideas of intentional action. Indeed, it has roots both in empiricist and more monistic
models (Curtis and Petras 1970: 1-26; Wolff 1970: 545-53; Berger and Kellner
1981: 59-70; Hamilton 1974).

Max Scheler and Karl Mannheim are among the central figures of the sociology of
knowledge who have provided the integration of influence. Scheler sought a science
which would transcend both positivism and the idea of socially relative knowledge; he
suggested that the appearance of theories and intellectual constructs was relative to
social context, but that the content of theory -- the nature of ideas -- was not. These
latter could be apprehended through a transcendent phenomenological theory which
would access the nature of apparent reality, thus freeing truth from its social
environment. Mannheim, influenced by Scheler, Weber, and others, broadened the
basic assumption of the sociology of knowledge, that knowledge of the world is affected
by the social context of knowing, introduced the subdiscipline to the English-speaking
world, and based it more firmly in sociology as well as philosophy. Manneim argued that
ideas are rooted in historial settings, but he, too, rejected the idea that all knowledge
therefore is situationally relative. He suggested that there is in society a class of
intelligentsia (scientists) who are able to critically surpass relativism and offer a
comparative critique on the distortions of ideological, and relative, knowledge. Only this
critical function can bridge the various partial realities of social existence (Berger and
Luckmann 1976: 9-18; Goff 1976: 47-50; Hamilton 1974; Macquet 1951; Scheler
1970: 170-83; Mannheim 1970: 109-30).
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The sociology of knowledge has not succeeded in adequately bridging content of
ideas with their context, but it has focussed attention on the issues for other related
approaches, like symbolic interactionism, ethnomethodology, phenomenology, and
social psychology. Berger and Luckmann, for instance, use the fundamentals of the
approach, in combination with symbolic interactionalism and the phenomenology of
Alfred Schutz, to address the lay realm of commonsense knowledge -- thus taking the
sociological study of knowledge beyond its "traditional” applications to theory and
ideology to look at how ordinary actors construct reality out of the messages surrounding
them. This, and other derivations, take us closer to the concerns of P-O for describing
and creating versions of cultural reality.

3. Phenomenology

Like the other approaches, phenomenology is manifold in its antecedents and
orientations. There tends to be more unity in method than in philosophy, and it is in
method that it has had the most relevance to P-O. Phenomenology provides some
assumptions and procedures for deciphering how cultural reality, as inductively
described, is constituted in interaction with hosts and reconstituted in analysis (Bruyn
1970b: 283-87; Natanson 1973).

The term "phenomenology” was first utilized by Hegel, but the main figures of
phenomenology as approached by anthropology are E. Husserl, Jean-Paul Sartre, M.
Merleau-Ponty, and A. Schutz. The term refers to Kant's distinction between
phenomena, or the appearances of reality in consciousness, and noumena, or "things-
in-themselves" independent of consciousness. Several of its central tenets help explain
its relationship to P-O. It is considered (1), by Husserl and others, to explain the
constitution of reality which dualism takes for granted; thus it is ontologically and
metaphysically prior to empiricism rather than antithetical to it. Reality (2) is

constituted by the consciousness of the actors; to the extent that such consciousness is
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shared through communication, it is intersubjectively rather than objectively given.
This has several consequences for the fieldworker: he must attend to the actor's meaning
or perspective to get at his consciousness and thus his essential reality; he must reflect
on his own consciousness and assumptions about reality to have access to understanding
the essence of reality; in addition, he must realize that the product of interaction in the
field is an intersubjective construct, an apprehension of essences through intuition. It
can be argued that all of these consequential processes underline the empirical rules of
P-O.

And, finally (3), in the constitution of reality there is no clear separation
between subject and object; hence the monism. We can know an object only as it
appears to consciousness, and essential being is located, in Husserl's formulation, in a
transcendent ego which affords us access to consciousness and to the pure state of being
in which subject and object can truly blend. The work of Husserl is often taken to be the
"purest” formulation of phenomenology as philosophy relevant to anthropology, but
Husserl's focus on finding the ultimate objectivity of reality in the transcendence of the
ego from interest and bias does not help explain the intersubjectivity of the social
setting of P-O -- although it highlights a fundamental problem with reconciling this
pure ego of reason-as-reality with the dialogue of communication between actors, as we
shall see (Bidney 1973: 133-40; H. Wagner 1970: 5-9; Kultgen 1975: 375-76;
Giddens 1976: 24-7; Gadamer 1979).

The work of Alfred Schutz brings phenomenology from philosophy to sociology,
from ontology to epistemology; thus it has more relevance to P-O as method. Schutz also
absorbed ideas from Weber, Scheler, the pragmatism of James, and from the social
psychology of G.H. Mead; 20 he in turn influenced the schoool of ethnomethodology led by
H. Garfinkel. 21 He paid less attention to the possibility of consciousness-in-ego than to

the understanding of how actors construct their social worlds of meaning (lifeworlds),
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and, in turn, to how the scientist puts aside (brackets) his own models and assumptions
in order to comprehend the commonsense lifeworlds of his hosts. The good
phenomenological fieldworker uncovers the assumptions which his hosts take for
granted, and thus reconstructs their culture more holistically. Although the scientist
must reflect upon his own presuppositions in order to do this, he must pay less
attention to his own intuitive consciousness than to the "recapturing” of the lived
experiences of his informants as they intentionally constitute meaning through symbols
and typifications (H. Wagner 1970: 43-6; Giddens 1976: 27-34; Bauman 1978:
172-88; Schutz 1970: 265-93; Bidney 1973: 137-38; Kultgen 1975: 375-80).

Critics of phenomenological method argue that it cannot truly "understand”
actors' reality, but can only substitute analytic models for hosts' own constructs.
There is an overemphasis on subjective coherence and relativity of knowledge, and a
lack of connection in analysis between this subjectivity and the intersubjective social
world. The latter has real consequences, intended and unintended, which must be
accounted for beyond the subjectivity of epistemology (Jarvie 1975: 259-61; Seung
1982: 236-40; Cunningham 1973: 102; Bidney 1973: 136-39; Kultgen 1975:
380-84). We will explicate these criticisms in the next sections when we examine
whether the epistemology of phenomenological method can truly provide insight into a
socially complex and diverse ontology of culture.
4 Hermeneutics

Hermeneutics began as a method of Biblical exegesis and philology in the 17th
century; since that time it has undergone modification and variations and has come to
influence P-O both through method and through the concept of culture. As part of the
monistic paradigm, it is now considered a major stream of interpretive anthropology,
and it has been used to examine the mediation of cultures through dialogue between Self

and Other, fieldworker and host.
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Hermeneutics developed in modern form in the 19th century as a part of
nationalist and idealist approaches to culture extant in Germany; F. Schleiermacher and
W. Dilthey are considered central figures in its development. Schileiermacher broadened
hermeneutics to apply to the linguistic understanding of all knowledge (Little 1979).
Dilthey used hermeneutics to argue that the methods of the human sciences are and
should be distinct from those of the natural sciences because of the difference of subject
matter: human cultural reality cannot be taken as "given” in the same way that the
natural world is, and is constituted by reflexive actors who interpret the world relative
to their historic circumstances. Dilthey also looked for "pure" objective truth, beyond
relativity, in the spirit, or Geist, of the cultural mind (Little 1979; Giddens 1976:
54-6; Rabinow and Sullivan 1979: 13-8; Bauman 1978: 32-47; Radnitsky 1970b).

In the early 20th century, the followers of Dilthey's and Scheiermacher's
searches for truth began to focus on the social context behind the "text" of cultural
interpretation. This re-structuring of hermeneutics drew life from phenomenology,
linguistics, literary criticism, existentialism, and the "Frankfurt School" of social
criticism in Germany in the 1920s and 1930s (Marcus and Fischer 1986: 30-1,
119-20). It is this modern form of interpretation which has had the most direct
influence on anthropology; scholars such as Paul Ricouer, Clifford Geertz, Paul
Rabinow, Michael Agar, and Robert Scholte have applied it to the field experience and to
the creation of culture frormn the context of social relations, as we will see below.

The hermeneuticist may interpret the field setting of P-O as an attempt to
understand the text (individual, society, object, or cultural version) in relation to the
context within which it is formed, e.g., the individual in relation to his culture.
Meaning resides in the context within which the text is located; the interpreter must go
beyond the author's [of the text] intention to understanding the context behind this

intention. Why does the informant portray his culture as he does; what is the meaning
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behind his choice of meaning? The informant, in this approach, serves less as text
(Boas) or context (Malinowski) than as the hinge for understanding the relationship of
one to the other, text to context (Dwyer 1977: 148-50). In order for the
fieldworker/interpreter and his hosts to establish a dialogue for communicating the
text-in-context, they must each be able to reflect upon their own cultures, their own
suppositions about the situation -- to see themselves as objects. In this way, a dialectic
or a "hermeneutic circle" is established by which each examines his own belief context,
learns from the other, and reformulates his own system and symbols of meaning.

Thus hermeneutics can reveal the intimacy and self-reflection of the process by
which the investigator learns about the culture of the Other by pondering it in relation
to his own, eventually deriving a new interpretation - text- of culture in relation to
this mediating dialogue. The actors reconstitute meaning through context and symbol,
via discourse (Rabinow 1977: 150-62; Dumont 1978: 4-5, 70-2; Marcus and
Cushman 1982: 25-66; Agar 1980a: 264-71, 1982: 781-86; Scholte 1974: 431-
44). Although informant and investigator need not reach consensus in their versions of
truth, they must create a common frame of reference by which they understand, if not
empathize with, each other (Geertz 1979).

Note that this circular process of guessing and validating, and of reflection and
reformulation, describes essentially the modified inductive method of P-O by which the
fieldworker derives hypotheses from his observations and then tests them through
further observations and dialogues; we will return to this when we discuss culture and
validity. It does not, however, always provide adequate insight into how the
interpretations of text are validated. Hermeneutics has been criticized for failing to deal
with the need for objective references for validity; Dilthey sought "truth" in a
transcendent cultural spirit, but this does not readily transfer to the intersubjective

context of dialogue (Gadamer 1979; Bauman 1978: 32-41). Even where Dilthey's Geist
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has been rejected, as it has by many more modern hermeneuticists, there is a tacit
assumption that mediation is only possible where a common frame of reference for
establishing validity (not just understanding) is possible (Radnitsky 1970a). Yet there
are many different versions of where validity can be found: personal insights,

subjective coherence, intersubjective commitment. Critics are confused as to how one
determines which of many interpretations is strongest or most valid, and to whom (see
Freilich 1975; Hayano 1975; Hanson 1975b). In rejecting a transcendent "objective"
truth, these social scientists have not made clear whose "subjectivity" is being
objectified and understood -- the researcher's, the host's, or a consensual one.

As we will see, this leads to confusions of epistemology with ontology, method
with theory; this is a problem often shared with other monistic approaches.
Researchers in these traditions, as in the empiricist one, may bound a cultural reality
as text and assume a kind of false reification or integration in order to establish validity
(Agar 1980a: 267-71). The alternative to this bounding is, however, a failure to
provide any definitions in which to ground dialogue, reflection or the relative intimacy
of subjectivity. The hermeneutic circle can become a circular maze if text and context
are defined only in relation to each other (M. Hobart 1982: 40-52). In our ensuing
discussion of the concepts of objectivity, relativity, and culture, we will see how both
monistic traditions (including hermeneutics and phenomenology) and dualistic
approaches must deal with problems of validity, bounding, and definition. Once the
ontological assumptions made by each approach are reduced to their epistemological
foundations through the methods of P-O, it can be seen that, indeed, both paradigms
have similar definitional problems.

B. OBJECTIVITY
In chapter one, we suggested that objectivity in P-O method is most often

associated with the inductive empiricism which underpins the method. It is associated
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with an attitude of detachment, an etic knowledge, and, most importantly, a set of
external, scientific standards of validity by which the products of the meeting of text
and context are evaluated. The objective researcher maintains a universalized norm
respecting the nature of a reality given in culture, building a textual interpretation
inductively and circularly out of an immersive context. Objectivity is thus most
commonly associated with the reification of the natural context and social relations of the
field, and of the ability of the fieldworker to be both part of and distant from this
context. It is also, however, associated with monistic challenges in P-O, since they,
too, must grapple with issues of validity in the matching of epistemology with ontology.

Rather than exploring the many definitions of objectivity, we will broach the
assumptions underlying the concept. Objectivity is most often perceived as a quality,
an ability of the observer to assess the hosts' culture using standards of analysis and
validity derived from his own science and culture. Two objective observers would
provide reliable assessments of the same situation, whereby they would propose similar
descriptions and interpretations. Yet objectivity is not solely the result of observer
qualities; it relies on assumptions that there is a continuous reality that both observers
could access in the field. And since, in P-O, validity is often thought to ultimately lie in
the observer's ability to create a version of culture which is emically plausible to
cultural insiders, objectivity assumes an ability to translate one cultural reality into
another. We will first look at objectivity as ontology, then as epistemology; then we
will propose an alternate perspective on the concept.
1. Ontology

Obijectivity as ontology is more developed in positivism than in the other
approaches. The "realism" of the objective, or of culture, is seen as the source of the

validity of descriptions of it. While this validity is therefore ultimately situated in
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independent realism, it is universally accessible to skilled observers, so that a reliable
science method will produce equalivalent, and equally valid, reproductions of reality
(Macget 1951, 1954; Bauman 1973: 107-117; Jarvie 1975: 256-60; Gudeman and
Penn 1982: 89-92; Cesara 1982: 212). "Reality," however, can be assumed to exist
at different levels.

One level is that of social relations, the Durkheimian collective. The various
functionalist theories of Radcliffe-Brown, Malinowski, and Parsons, for example,
posited a reified social context with autonomous functioning (Gudeman and Penn 1982:
92-6). Although the fieldworker is sent to describe this context inductively, the
assumptions which guide him/her are essentially deductivist premises about the nature
of the context which cannot be verified by any amount of empirical evidence, critics
note (Goff 1976: 50-5; Popper 1970: 654-59; Stove 1982: 56-84). Sociologists of
knowledge, such as Scheler and Mannheim, modified the positivist approach by
focussing on the social constitution of these premises, but in doing so have not always
adequately addressed the relationship of the social ontology to the constitution of
knowledge about it (Macquet 1951; Goff 1976: 384-409). They may presuppose an
autonomous social reality in order to explain it.

The more monistic approaches have tended to ignore ontology in favour of
discussions of epistemology, but in doing so have exaggerated the problems faced by the
sociology of knowledge. Indeed, these theorists largely reject the dualism of positivim
and detached obijectivity in favour of a participatory intersubjectivity more appropriate
to P-O. The idea of the dialogue replaces duality, and the holism of the social or
cultural system as bounded in P-O empirically is replaced by the integration of this
dialogue (Dwyer 1977: 143-51, 1979: 7-13; Jarvie 1975: 256-60; Fabian 1979:
21-4; Agar 1980a: 265-69, 1982: 783-93). Nonetheless, a socio-cultural

background to this dialogue is presumed to exist although it is seldom explicated
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(Bauman 1978: 238-46). The dialogue takes places within a narrow, democratized
realm and tends to have no reality outside that perceived by participants. This may be a
consistent epistemology, but it is seldom free from ontological assumptions, including
contradictory ones, as theorists have not freed themselves from the search for
"objective" sources of validation.

The other level of validation/ontology, which often substitutes for the failure to
locate ontology effectively in the social realm, is that of the cognitive individual. If we
assume a social reality which exists independently of the observer, as the dualists do,
but we as observers cannot prove its existence, then we must rely upon the observer's
rational ability to convince us of its existence. Goff (1976: 387-90), Rabinow and
Sullivan (1979: 8-13), and Popper (1979) argue, with others, that positivist
knowledge often resorts, in association with empiricism inductivism, to a Kantian a
priori causality located in reason. We observe the "natives" in much the same way that
other observers do, because we possess this rationality. And, we can describe the
"natives” because they, 1oo, possess a form of this rationality and thus we share with
them a common frame within which to understand their culture.

Rationality and empiricism are conceptual tools used to break out of relativist
interpretations, and phenomenological as well as positivist explanations seek this
escape in transcendent objectivity (Taylor 1979; Dwyer 1979). Scheler, the
sociologist of knowledge, suggested that there existed a realm of basic ontological ideas
from which social factors selected; this realm was the source of objective validation and
was thus cross-cultural (Scheler 1970: 170-83; Goff 1976: 34-7). Validity lay in
the "mental structure of the society” (Curtis and Petras 1970: 17), but the structure
itself was ultimately to be located in the individual in interaction with society.

Similarly, the phenomenologist Husserl argued that the world of appearances

(ontology) as recognized by the participant-observer can be further reduced to
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consciousness; ultimate reality, the essences of objects, can only be known through the
mind (Natanson 1973; Bruyn 1970b: 283-87). Epistemology approaches ontology
when, for Husserl, pure "objective" theory is achieved through the bracketing of
interests (Habermas 1970: 40-2; Bidney 1973). Even Schutz sought the basic tenents
of a transcendent rationality with which to understand the principles of the production
of knowledge, although he largely rejected the ontological concerns of phenomenology
(Schutz 1970). And, for hermeneuticists, there is often an implicit transcendence
asserted, if only an epistemological one, in the claim to cross-cultural understanding,
and intersubjective understanding, as will be argued, can often only be interpreted as
subjective knowing (Seung 1982: 183-212).

The assumption of an independent ontological reality, for field culture or any
other object of analysis, can potentially contradict the need for an "objective,"
replicable knowledge of that subject. In order to hypothesize, as positivists often do, that
this reality is open to reliable perception by all observers, and yet account for supposed
empirical differences between autonomous cultures, one must relocate the ontology from
the social to the individual level. It is thus a property of the observer, an innate
rational principle of knowledge, which allows us to independently, and consensually,
validate that interpretation. One cannot prove the autonomous existence of a social
reality, only hypothesize that it exists. And, the only demonstration of its existence is
in our understanding of it. If one feels the need for an ultimate source for validating this
existence, one must replace the needed empirical proof with a source located within the
process of understanding itself. Both monists and dualists pursue, then, an emancipated
"pure” knowledge, and both finally look for it in the rational freedom from social
interest -- failing to demonstrate the nature of the social ontology itself apart from its
interest-laden epistemology. So we must now turn to epistemology, whereby we

"inform" an ontologically-given (or created) cultural context by forming,
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epistemologically, a text. The context comprises the holism, objective or
intersubjective, against which the duality or dialogue of knowing is comprehended.
2. Epistemoiocgy

Objectivity as episiemology is usually conceived as a means of establishing the
validity of generalizations (of text) both cross-object and cross-observer. We have
already seen how objectivity as ontology contains an inherent problem -- placing the
source of reality in the object makes the ontological source of transcendent validity
problematic, unless the source is located in the observer, or in a rationality which
transcends the individual observer. An epistemology must be devised which gives this
rationality a tormal methodological existence, but, in doing so, the role of the observer
in providing the means ol validation often becomes confused with the role of the
observer in providing the source of validation. One of the main points to be made here
is that dualism and monism do not differ as much in epistemology as they seemingly do in
metaphysics, just as both provide supports for the circularity, and the self-reliance,
of P-O method.

The dualist heritage of P-O in the inductivism of the natural sciences supports
objective epistemology as being a quality or skill of the fieldworker, whereby the
observer attempts to rid himself of personal factors (non-scientific) impeding insight
into the nature of objective reality. This implies that the investigator can know the
meaning of his hosts, Malinowski's classic objective (Johnson 1975). 22 The link, as
we have argued, between the observer and the observed, as both objects and as knowing
subjects. must come from reifying epistemology into a shared ontological reality. Since
the rationality of this impersonal process is attitudinal and procedural, by the very
definition of the process itself a strict inductivism is impossible; even in the application

of method itself -- bounding context, applying norms -- one is imposing a degree of
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deductive rationality ontc the situation (Bauman 1973: 109-110; Macquet 1964: 53-
4; Barnes 1974: 22-44).

The debate about the imposition of the observer's norms, assumptions, and
values on the observed situation is broad-ranging, as notecl in Chapter One. Even the
strictest advocates of scientistic objectivity have come to realize the need to recognize
values in objectivity. But critics attack the idea of objectivity itself as separale from
the knowing subject. Instead, they suggest, the subject and the object define themselves
and each other reciprocally. Therefore, the next step off the ladder of "pure”
epistemological objectivity is toward intersubjective definition, and the process of
objectification itself. The latter concept provides a link amcng all the approaches to
objectivity, and helps to identify the problems of the "objective" as a social versus an
individual attribute.

One form of epistemological intersubjectivity refers to the science community
itself. P-O is informed by rules of procedure, criteria of validity, implicit
expectations of rational processes, and normative judgments relating to objeclivity, as
we have seen. It is through this intersubjectivity that the community of social
scientists evaluates the quality of interpretation/text: Does the researcher conform to
these expeclations? Several scholars, particularly with sociology of knowledge and
phenomenological approaches, have broached the creation of meaning by scientists,
viewing science as a system of second-order abstractions comparing and interpreting
common-sense formulations of theory (Schutz 1944: 500-07, 1970; H. Wagner
1970; Simmel 1950; Scheler 1970: 170-83; Popper 1970: 649-54, 1979; Berger
and Kellner 1981: 150-71; Jarvie 1972; Winch 1958). The rules of science
replace the transcendent and provide socially intersubjective guidelines for culture.
The well-known ideas of Thomas Kuhn (1977) on scientific revolutions of paradigms,

23 of Karl Popper (1979) on science as critical knowledge 24, and of Michael Polanyi
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(1964) on the tacit dimension of critique 25 are all variants of insights into the
implicit and explicit expectations held by scientists about objectivity as
intersubjectively-informed judgment.

Intersubjectivity can also denote the creation of interpretation across the
boundaries between the scientist and his hosts; this is the intersubjectivity by which
monists and interpretive anthropologists describe the P-O process, and it links the
logic of the observer with that of his hosts through dialogue, discourse, and the
"hermeneutic circle." The nature of the intersubjective, and its relation to the internal
rules of science, is not always fully addressed in interprelive anthropology, however.
We noted this above when we argued that monists insufficiently support ontology with
epistemology. A reality may be assumed to exist which informs the dialogue of the
actors, but monists cannot account for how this reality both pre-exists and is created
intersubjectively by the dialogue itself. An emphasis on consensus, coherence, and
democratized dialogue can reduce the complexities of interaction 10 an idealism
approaching rationalism, and objectivity can merely become an exercise in attaining
effective, reasoned communication (Agar 1980b: 115-22; Gadamer 1979; Taylor
1979; Bauman 1978: 27-46). Bittner (1983: 149-55, 194-98) argues against the
exaggeration of the claim to "true" intersubjective validily; the "truth" is ultimately
located in each observer's own perspective, which may or may not be shared, and the
use of the method may lead to an overemphasis on surface agreement about appearances.

Obijectification as a concept tends to link the two kinds of intersubjectivity, as
well as text and context, fieldworker and hosts. Essentially it is the epistemology
whereby Self is associated with the Other, and the association may become ontologically
reified into rationalism. Thus it underlies both intersubjective and more dualistic

approaches, to the extent that both exemplify social processes validated and realized in
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individual technique. The epistemological duality or dialogue deemed necessary for
critical abstraction is justified through a transcendent rapprochement. One projects a
contextual content into an objectified, rational form or text. Once the text is detached
from socio-cultural contexi, as in ethnography, one contrcls and authorizes it; one
attains a dualistic detachment from it by re-inventing the cultural context oneself (R.
Wagner 1981: 1-14; Ricoeur 1979: 78-100; Parkin 1382: 23-4; Rabinow 1977:
150-55; Myerhoff and Ruby 1982: 24-26; Marcus 1982: 171).

The textual translation that the anthropologist undertakes in the field is
therefore an obijectification, either a representation of or a replacement for context,
but, socially and intersutijectively, he also creates a context for it which may involve,
as R. Wagner (1981: 9) suggests, a change in understanding one's own cultural context
--perhaps a further ideological alienation, or perhaps a more competent praxis and
self-criticism. Jules-Rosette (1978: 567-68) criticizes the "veil® of objectivity by
which the discipline bounds itself and validates its predictions ontologically. Method
becomes ontology through the objectification process; the circular method of
investigation is transformed into the circular reasoning which inductively supports our
own (the observers') rationality. In other words, we project an ontological validity
onto the text through the epistemology of dialogue; but, in the absence of an ability to
establish the reality of this emic validity, we must rely upon our own rational insights
(including those intersubjectively informed through science) to posit validity.

3. Alternatives - Toward a Bounding of Form

In sum, then, both monism and dualism tend to give science somewhat of a special
status through objectification, critical or self-validating. In P-O and other
investigations, the rules of assuming and bridging duality or diaiogue intersubjectively
become reified into a rational ontology. Means become confused with the source of

validity; both are rational, individualistic, and formal. As discussed above in the
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conclusion of the section on objectivity as ontology, neither monism nor dualism
succeeds in establishing a social ontology to ground their epistemology, although such
may be assumed to exist. The praxis of the researcher is representative of this context,
and is held accountable for it; validity is seen ultimately to reside in the epistemological
process of investigation, using Self as tool. The objectification of Self thus serves as the
ontological source of rational interpretation, explanation, and understanding. Monistic
philosophies have not really chailenged the basic goal of objectivity in dualism, the
development of a science free of culturally-induced biases and relativism, but have
sought it on an essentialist plane of history, humanism, and, ultimately, consciousness
(Bauman 1973: 115-16, 165-73; Cesara 1982: 212-28; Dwyer 1977: 143-51;
Goff 1976: 404-09; Macquet 1954; Hartung 1970: 686-93; Popper 1970: 649-
59; Jarvie 1975: 259-60).

When objectivity is used as both source and means of validation, a conflict
ensues, therefore, which is usually resolved through the unification of
ontology/epistemology in the observer. Objectivity then becomes a conceptual opposite
of relativity, as we will see. One can combine the approaches to objectivity,
rather than oppose them, if one regards objectivity as essentially
process, as objectification -- not as reification, but as bounding. This is
indeed a cuiltural process involving an intersubjective agreement as o what constitutes a
bounded level or type of knowledge, but it is a separate process from the validation of
that knowledge as "true" or legitimate. This latter process. we shall argue, is integral
to the idea of culture itseif, and operates in cooperation with both objectivity and
relativity, rather than in conflict with them. Looking at objectivity as the bounding of
form allows us to reconcile the relativity/objectivity duality without tautology, since it

no longer connotes validity.
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Bounding of form through objectivity is an epistemclogical process; it is not
integrally linked with a particular symbolic content. Boundaries may be taken as
"given" in their social aspects, even though they are created and re-created. The
fieldworker creates a text in a particular form, such as an ethnography, which is
recognized by the disciplinary community as distinctive in form and amenable to certain
symbolic associations. Objective knowledge is not the product of science alone, but is
known by all cultures insolar as it represents a process of typification and
categorization of knowledge about reality (not of reality itself) integral to the strategies
which make participatory endeavours meaningful. Objectivity is simply the explicit,
self-conscious realization of new or tacit knowledge as a kind of "information,” given
form by a community (or cdialogue) through transiation or innovation. Sacred
knowledge, private knowledge, or esoteric knowledge may not be shared by the entire
community, but they are products of recognizable processes rooted in discourse and
social praxis. Thus when fieldworker and host establish a "fiction" of a reciprocal
relationship (see Geertz 1968), they recognize that the relationship bounds a form of
mutual knowledge which may then be imbued with meaning and validity. 1t is this
aiternative which will form the root of an alternative paradigm for understanding
participant-observation.

C. RELATIVITY

Cultural relativity has been a strong foundation of twentieth century cultural
anthropology, particularly in its American history; it has helped to establish both
internal theoretical/methodological directions and external professional credibility.
Relativity, like objectivity, has a number of different, ambiguous, and even
contradictory implications in the ways that it is defined and used. Basically, it states
that the anthropologists' fodder, the traits of culture, should be studied within their

own context; they are given meaning by that context and are relative to it. From this
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basic tenet, some anthropologists have generalized a methodological relativism which
states that, in correlation with the objective stance of value-free science, the
researcher should refrain from imposing his own values upon those he studies; and,
from methodological relativity, some have gone farther to imply a moral relativity
which states that all cuitural practices have moral worth in context, and none should Dbe
condemned as universally "wrong" in a moral sense. These latter two developments,
which largely grew from the teachings of the students of Boas, such as Melville
Herskovits and Ruth Benedict, are controversial and will not primarily concern us here
(see Benedict 1934; Herskovitz 1972; Bagish 1982; Hatch 1983; 66-8; Geertz
1984; Kroeber and Kluckhohn 1963).

Rather, we will lcok at the implications which are often used to contradict
rather than correlate with the concept of objectivity. Relativity is examined as two sets
of hypotheses. The first, which we will call internal relativity, proposes thal the
internal components of a socio-cultural system operate and take meaning relative to each
other, as suggested above. The second, which is often derived from the first, we deem
external relativity; it asserts that since culture has meaning within its own context,
there are few objective generalizations about cultural reality as ontology which are
possible cross-culturally. External relativity in this theoretical sense contradicts the
fundamental objectivity of the dualists which asserts that objective knowledge is
possible between cultures by virtue of the continuous nature of empirical reality, and it
calls upon the intersubjectivity of the monists to create a transitory cross-cultural
epistemological dialogue. In addition, we will briefly make note of the use of relativity
as ideology in the comparison of cultures.

1. Internal Relativity
The concept of relativity has been developed in close contact with the concept of

culture; this will be clearer when we discuss the latter concept. By the era of the
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Enlightenment, writers were recognizing the importance of understanding culture
within its context or habitat. Later, in the 19th century, the positivist social sciences
were acknowledging the cohesive autonomy of cuitures, and the German idealists, such
as Dilthey, were forming ideas about the internal integration and justification of
culture. Although the British functionalist theories of the 20th century supported the
notion of the internal relativity of culture (Jarvie 1964: 11-22; Hatch 1983: 70-
81) it was really Franz Boas and his followers on the American continent (like
Herskovits, Benedict, and Mead) who coalesced the dualist and monist streams, both in
formulating culture concepts and in elaborating the idea of relativity, which was used
by them to critique both universalistic racial and evolutionary theories and the
ethnocentric conduct of many Americans in culture and politics.

This movement dovetailed with a general mood of public scepticism about
progressive innate purposes in man (beyond pragmatic self-interest) and with the
Einsteinian revolution in science, and it has thrived best in periods of political
liberalism (Hatch 1983: 35-65; Marcus and Fischer 19€6: 19-20, 32). Since mid-
century relativism has been challenged more as a moral perspective than as a
theoretical/methodological suppositon, as it has been supported variously by monistic
and dualistic approaches. Recently, some writers have noted that, in spite of
criticisms, anthropologists have productively used relativism to publicly promote the
existence of alternate systems of culture and belief in an age of technological
universalism and, increasingly, conservative opinion about cultural viability (Geertz
1984; Marcus and Fischer 1986: 116; F. Hanson 1975b; Berger and Kellner 1981:
56-8).

Thus the basic type of relativism was that associated with the bounding of
cultures as natural, integrated contexts. It has been gradually extended, sometimes to

an emphasis on cultural determinism, and, in P-O, to assertions that internal -
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emic- validity is the ultimate source of truth. Since the bounding of culture was to be
largely an analytic, etic task done by the fieldworker in P-O, the bounding itself came to
substitute for this presumed internal validation. The inside perspective, then, deemed
cultural, came to be held by some anthropologists as the essentially "true” one. The
outside anthropologist may have access to a greater perspeactive on truth than the insider
would, but this perspective should facilitate rather than contradict the internal rules of
culture (Herskovits 1972; Benedict 1934; Kroeber and Kluckhohn 1963; see also
Tennekes 1971: 2-4, 198-205; Giddens 1976: 144-46; Winch 1958: 181-86; and
Barries 1982: 120-26).
2. External Relativity

The next consequence of the extension of relativity from a theoretical descriptor
of the nature of culture to the incorporation of validity was to use it to assert that
validity was itselt relative. Internal relativity, in conjunction with the bounding of
cultures by fieldworkers and the discovery of cultural diversity, was broadened in
context to external dimensions to argue that no objective generalizations across cultures
could be valid. This is, of course, an extreme assertion, and not always followed to its
full consequences, but it was certainly used by monists and dualists alike as a contrast
to objective ontological knowledge. The external relativist must either extend his/her
cultural context intersubjectively to incorporate a broader tradition (such as that
created or shared with his hosts), as the monists do; or he must ontologically bound his
internal relativity and extend the consequences of bounding to other entities, as dualists
do.

For positivists, this has resulted in a radical empirical relativism which has
been a source of an insidious self-contradiction within positivism, as critics have
pointed out that an observer is never sufficiently free of his own cultural biases to

achieve the detachment necessary to perceive relative difterences -- relativity thus



72

becomes a function of the observer's belief and cognition. The sociology of knowledge has
sat on the fence of this contradiction, since it posits both empirical cultural realities
and the possibility of cross-cultural determination of knowiedge validation. Karl
Mannheim, for example, debated the issue of whether the genesis of knowledge in social
existence also determined its truth or validity. While he held that most people, by their
socio-cultural conditioning, perceive their own version of reality as "true,” he
deplored the idea that the possibility of objective knowledge (particularly by those
trained in science) could be defeated by extreme ontological reialivism. Mannheim
substituted the term “relationism” to suggest only that knowledge is related to social
structure, whether right or wrong, relative or absolute (1970: 123-24). Thus he
sought recourse to internal relativity, renamed.

Monists have argued that "valid” versions of culture must be created in
interaction which literally extends communicative validation procedures across
boundaries; the problem here, as we have seen throughout, is that ontological
boundaries are not defined, but are often presumed to exist in dialogue. This leads to a
similar internal contradiction as affects dualists. There is an inability to account for
validity beyond a slender sphere of the interpreter's own contextual awareness and
subjective interpretation. The same point must be made for both monists and dualists.
The idea of relativity, in any form, is inconceivable without a common frame of
reference within which to understand it (Bidney 1953; Bauman 1978: 237-41;
Watson-Franke and Watson 1975: 247-53; Giddens 1976: 18; Seung 1982: 198-
212). Therefore external relativity taken to a radical extreme invalidates itself, but
this ultimate negation is prevented by the fact that objectivity and relativity tend to
create each other in a circle, which is intimately connectec with the circularity of P-O

Qrocess.
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Participant-observation, with its concern for objective methods, bounded
cultures, and subjective validation within culture, has bolstered the concept of
external relativity. Ontological "facts” of diversity have been confounded with the
sources of their validation through epistemology (Schmidt 1968; Campbell 1972;
Jarvie 1975: 257-63; Barnes 1974: 154-57; Hanson 1975b). The researcher,
with his dual stance (inside-outside), becomes the instrument of knowing and
validation; he must extend the internal relativity of his/her own culture to comprehend
that of another, logically or intersubjectively, as part of the extended circle of P-O
relationships. This circularity can only be healed through a redefinition of the original
internal relativity itself.

3. ldeological Relativity

Before proposing an alternate framework, mention must be made briefly of
ideological relativity, as this idea will be integral to the case study. This is not
normally identified as a variety of relativism, but it can be identified in current
academic and popular writing about the survival of alternate cultures. In ideological
relativity, writers stress the importance of the difference between their own cultures
and those of other societies to the extent of making culture difference and relativity into
a self-supporting ideology. Just as objectivity can be idealized into the special mark of
science, so too can the relational boundaries between social and epistemological forms be
idealized into popular doctrine emphasizing bounding and relativity. Advocates do not
necessarily assert that cross-traditional understanding is impossible, but they claim a
special status for their own view of the perceptive borders and relations between
traditions --sometimes bordering on ethnocentrism, but emphasizing the ideology of
maintaining one's own culture, often in the face of pressure to the contrary. Like the
cultural relativity of P-O, ideological relativism has elevated the bounding of cultural

content into pure forms which gain stature in comparison (relation) to other such
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forms in a diversified society. We will further encounter ideological relativism when
we discuss, in the case study, the re-creation of northern Canadian culture as a
distinct, viable, and esteemed entity within the Canadian mosaic.

4. Alternatives

We have looked at the history and epistemology of relativity to see that it is
interrelated with the foundations of objective knowledge and bounded ontology. The
challenge of external relativity, as it has grown from the combination of epistemological
duality with an internal subjective relativity, is extended by ideologization of relativism
or is met by some form of rationalism. In the latter case, the observer of cuitures (as
in P-O) must use cognitive frames derived from his own culiture to either posit an
internal validity for another culture, or to utilize dialogue to create a cross-cultural
context to transcend boundaries. The problem is much the same as that we encountered
in our discussion of objectivity. The epistemology of the fieldworker is substituted for
the ontology of culture as source of validation. The solution must be the same:
reflativity as a concept must be rid of the ontological associations of
content and validity it has gained through P-O and its extension to diverse
anthropological field settings.

If we redefine relativity back in the direction of its basis in internal
relationism, we can reduce this contradiction as well. Like objectivity, relativity can
be regarded as a correlate of, even an an aspect of, the concept of culture, but not as a
substitute for it. Mannheim's definition of relationism can be a starting point: ideas are
related to "a certain mode ot interpreting the world which, in turn, is ultimately
related to a certain social structure which constitutes its situation" (Mannheim 1970:
123). Rather than assuming that only an elite group can attain a relational perspective,
we must presume that such a perspective is a part of knowledge and knowing for all

cultural actors. The actor perceives the relationship between the different
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bounded forms of objective knowledge, either explicitly or tacitly.
Relativity is the frame of comparison --whether rational or irrational -- rather than
its denial, and as such remains integral to the P-O process as dualism and dialogue. It is
a function of epistemology, but not of innate ontological structures of rationality.

The expansion of one's intersubjective context of communication, by P-O or
other means, may make one aware of new relations, as Mannheim suggested. Once one
becomes aware of alternate interpretations, one must use each to establish perspectives
on the other through acknowledging their relationship to each other as (objectified)
forms of knowledge (Mannheim 1970: 123). Tacit knowledge becomes explicit when
these relations are recognized (Polanyi 1964). In sum, this view of relativity accords
with, and even perhaps partially explains, the view of objective epistemology as
founded in the activities of the observer as research instrument. Objectivity provides a
social context for the practice of relativity in understanding, just as relativity provides
a cognitive context for relating and comprehending objectified texts. After the next
section on the concept of culture, we will return to objectivity and relativity as
correlates of role and image, respectively, in the field.

D. CULTURE

The idea of "culture™ has always been integral to the fieldworker's perceptions of
what he seeks in the host culture, and to how he translates his observations into a valid
description and/or explanation. Our discussion here will not focus on the many
definitions extant in the literature, but, again, on the assumptions used in the attempts
to explain the nature of culture and the epistemology of knowing it. The treatment will
be cursory, as this is an extensive theoretical and methodological area within
anthropology and our discussion here cannot do justice to its breadth. After a brief note
on the background of the concept, we will look at some of the early questions asked about

ontology and epistemology as P-O developed within a positivist tradition. Then we will
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examine some of the more recent alternate treatments which draw from the monist
paradigm, before putting the concept into a framework within which it can be best
understood in relation to objectivity and relativity in P-O.

A number of treatrnents of the history of the concept of culture are available (see
for example Kroeber and Kluckhohn 1963; Voget 1960; Singer 1968; Keesing 1974;
Vermeersch 1977) in addition to numerous analyses of its manifestations. "Culture”
concepts share the same background influences as anthropology itself, as they quickly
became a major focus of disciplinary theory and method. By the 18th and 18th
centuries, scholars used the idea of culture to refer both to the universal, underlying
rational processes shared by all people, and which underpinned the path of progress
identified by the evolutionists, and to the empirical custorns of particular groups of
people, identified, for example, by Continental idealists elaborating on the unique
spirits of each European nation. As evidence for cultural dversity grew, the second use
became more prominent, in association with the empirical methods of natural history
and classification. Both usages continued within the discipline, although in general
definitions became, until recently, more concerned with "scientific" analysis of
cultural criteria in context than with innate, "humanistic® components.

The British anthropologist E.B. Tylor is generally credited with producing the
first "scientific* definition of culture (1873 [1976]: 36). Although Tylor believed
that cuiture was the developed capacity of natural laws operating within man, his
definition, which incorporated culturai holism, historical integration, ethnographic
investigation, and social context paved the way for more pluralistic definitions (Singer
1968. 527-28, 537-41; Kroeber and Kluckhohn 1963; Voget 1960: 953-60). Yet
these definitions did not really appear until the 1920s. The concept took a secondary

role to the ideas of "society" in the work of most British functionalists, such as
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Radcliffe-Brown, but Malinowski's explicit and implicit formulations were to have
influence on investigations of both cultural ontology and epistemology through P-O.

We have already generalized Malinowski's approach to P-O as "contextual.”
Culture, for him, resided in the the social context of relationships within society -- a
dualist ontology (Strathern 1981; Leach 1957). He saw it as pragmatic, utilitarian,
a system of rules followed by the individual which could be discovered by the
fieldworker. Culture was perceived as complex, integrated, and possessed of validity
for practitioners (Kaplan and Manners 1972: 55-6; Richards 1939: 285-87;
Kardiner and Preble 1961: 148-62). Malinowski's ideas about culture entered
American tradition through his pronouncements on P-O and his treatment of Trobriand
man as a kind of idealized cultural man. Boas's formulations were perhaps more
influential in the U.S., however. His ideas were both similar to, and different from,
Malinowski's; Boas never developed a full-blown definitiocn of culture, but some of his
students went on to elaborate the concept in mid-century.

Boas' approach to P-O, and to culture, was more "textual” in orientation than
Malinowski's, we have argued. Like Malinowski, Boas wrote that culture resided in
patierns which were empirical and integral to societal operation; they evolved by
creation and diffusion in the history of the group. Yet, cuiture could be best approached
through the individual and his/her version. The individual both represented the
empirical existence of a complex, integrated culture, and provided a creative influence;
thus Boas drew upon both dualist and monist intellectual heritage to reject law-like
determinants of culture and to weigh the free role of the individual against the social
context of societal function. Indeed, it can be argued that in abstracting cuiture from the
creative acts of individuails, Boas gave culture a universalistic flavour at odds with his

own particularlistic relativity, and he had not yet completely come to grips with the
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role of the fieldworker in creating cultural versions (Radin 1933: 3-29; Boas 1938:
159; Voget 1960: 946-48).
1. Ontology and Episiemology

Boas's students were also to devote more attention to the question of the role of
the fieldworker. By mid-century there were many competing definitions of culture, as
theory in American and British anthropology became less unified, and Boasian caution
gave way to attempts to create new and diverse generalizations about the foundations of
cultural existence, e.g., culture and personality theory and environmental determinism.
Fieldworkers left the superficialities of salvage fieldwork behind and immersed
themselves in complex, living cultures; this, too, influenced formulations of cuiture.
Alfred Kroeber (1976) looked for culture in the repetitive patterns of history; Leslie
White (1968, 1976) proposed a science of culture based upon symboling and its
objective manifestations; and Edward Sapir (1949, 1956) looked at the role of
individual and personal meaning in culture. 26

The various theorists of culture debated several fundamental questions about the
ontology of culture as discovered by the participating anthropologist: is it universal or
particular; what is the role of the individual in culture; is it best perceived as abstract
or concrete in form; what is the nature of culture in relation to other phenomenal levels
of reality, such as psychology and environment; what is the role of communication in
culture creation and sustenance; is it best approached through science or history? 27
In sum, scientists debated whether culture was best seen as process or product, as
objective or as relative knowledge. These questions are still debated. Once again, the
insights of the fieldworker have provided the material for argument, and the
epistemology of knowing culture through P-O has derived from assumptions of ontology.
But, despite disagreement over these assumptions, the fundamental task of P-O, gaining

insight into the insider's view of culture, has remained stable.
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P-O was first grounded in inductive method, as we have argued elsewhere (see
Pelto and Pelto 1973: 242-46; Pelto 1970: 90-3; Barrett 1976: 176-79,
Silverman 1972: 224-28; Royal Anthropological Institute 1951; Powdermaker 1966:
285, 295-306). Assuming that culture exists as a separate empirical reality, the
observer must find ways of gaining access to it. Several continuing directives,
correlating with the P-O rules outlined in the previous chapter, have guided this
process as the fieldworker tries to derive product from process. One is that culture
must be portrayed in a holistic manner. A second is that the components of culture will
be integrated into a function or pattern. A third is that this culture, because of its
holism, is a key to other levels of investigation even if it is only a part of the researched
reality. A fourth is that these patterns will have to be abstracted from their context in
such a manner that the outsider, in putting them together holistically, may have a more
comprehensive insight than any single inside participant. A fifth is that these patierns
represent the ideal, and that real behaviour on other levels, even if "keyed" by culture,
will exhibit more variation {one reason why insiders are thought to have only partial
knowledge of their own culture). A sixth is that each element of culture has internal
validity, as we have seen; a seventh is that the anthropologist must learn the nature of
the ideal patterns in each culture before knowing what cultural features have cross-
societal validity, 28

All of these propositions assume the movement of analysis from observation of
data to construction of abstract pattern. And although they tend to remain intact in
perceptions of P-O, both anthropologists and sociologists have come to realize that no
fieldworker enters the field without some hypotheses in mind about what he will
encounter. In addition, it is realized that he must continually create and test hypotheses
in the field in order to apply scientific methods of objective reliability. This latter

modification combines the strict inductivism originally associated with P-O with
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alternate methods and techniques of analysis, and it has been advocated by both
anthropologists and sociologists as a modified inductivism, as we have argued -- a
circular process hinging on the ability of the observer to involve and distance himself.
Silverman (1972: 220-28) calls this process ambiguation and disambiguation; Agar
(1982) calls it breakdown and resolution (see also R. Cohen 1970; Agar 1980b: 122-
34; Spradiey 1980: 27-8). While sociologists have been less concerned with culture
than with the social realm in their fieldwork, they have likewise combined positivist
science with the more monistic frames of symbolic interactionism and ethnomethodology
to create, as offshoots of the synthetic Chicago School of P-O, variants such as the
grounded theory method of B. Glaser and

A. Strauss (1967). 29

2. Validity

The circular modified inductive method was gradually developed, then, in both

disciplines as alternate theories about culture came 1o influence the discovery process.
While fieldworkers continued to assume that culture couid be discovered or constructed
through a basic empirical epistemology, they came to realize that some of the ontological
questions about cuiture could be asked, and tested through hypotheses, in the fieldwork
process. The question of iesting highlighted the question of validity, as we have already
seen. Just as they asked, "is objective knowledge possible cross-culturally?" and, "is
culture relative?", they asked, "on what criteria do we decide whether our version of
culture is a valid one?" Circularity also highlights the dual stance of the investigator,
wherein he becomes the hinge between internal and external validity. External validity
comes from abstracting culture patterns from context: the building of text. It lies. as
we have seen, in the trained skill of the detached observer who can replicate reality in
his/her observations (Smith 1959; Human Organization 1950b). In addition, the text

must be plausible by rules of scientific evidence as dictated by the discipline.
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Essentially, external validity is thought to be the successful procurement of a
text/interpretation that has validity to the insider; external versions must scmehow be
consistent with internal validity. Thus the external rules of cbservation are geared 1o
evaluate the means to this end.

These rules may stipulate that the account be plausible to insiders, although not
necessarily comprehensive (Agar 1980b: 77-81; Bloor 1983: 171-72; Johnson
1975; Braroe 1975: 20) It can also mean that the outsider can use the knowledge to
"pass," or problem-solve, within the culture, according to the definition of the
situation in symbolic interaction (Hayano 1979: 101-03; Lofland 1976; Glaser and
Strauss 1970: 294-96; Emerson 1983: 11-13). Or, it can mean that internal
(Other) and external (Self) interpretations are simply consistent with each other. In
conventional P-O, there is a potential contradiction between using culture as the means
to link Seif and Other, and between using culture to define the "natural” differences
between Self and Other. To address this problem, the epistemology of field relations has
sometimes been reified into a cuitural ontology, and objectivity as validating method
has been confused with the source of such validation in this objectified ontology, as we
have argued above.

Internal validity can also mean that insiders hold the text and the researcher
accountable to their own standards and procedures of legitimation, rather than those of
science (Bloor 1983: 156-57; Reinharz 1979). This latter is important, since it
challenges these conventional views and takes the task of cultural creation and validation
away from the researcher's sole responsibility.  As practitioners of P-O increasingly
incorporate the intersubjectivity of monism into the praxis of fieldwork, they
increasingly realize the importance of creating a mutual context of social interaction
which will allow a "true" or consistent interpretation, at least a temporary one. Guest

and host must collaborate on re-creating agreeable standards of validity, including, in
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many situations, conformity to accountability as well as, or in place of, the "passing"
of participation in natural context.

In this they are explicitly re-creating culture, and more recent definitions of
culture recognize this. Cultural reality cannot be uniform in significance for all
insiders or observers, and it is host to the influence of situational factors (Lewis
1973a; Honigmann 1976b: 249-50). The centrality of any one account remains
untestable, and emic/etic boundaries break down. The investigator remains pivotal,
however, as he must be validated both by the norms of science and by the plausibility of
insider knowledge. He becomes responsible for translating the commitment of social
relations into the accountability of text. In the next section, we will look briefly at some
alternate conceptualizations of culture before placing the concept into our framework.
3. Alternatives

The concept of culture has recently been refurbished within both sociology and
anthropology to convey rules, symbols, dialogue, praxis, or metaphors. The idea of
culture as rule, for example, shows up in the work of the phenomenologist Schutz and
his line of influence into ethnomethodology, in the situational logic of I.C. Jarvie, and in
the institutional analysis of F.A. Hanson. 30 For the most part all of these theorists
blend a relativist phenomenology with a more institutional analysis. Cultural actors
work from a stock of knowledge or rules, some of which they create intersubjectively in
action, and some of which they take for granted as part of the institutional context.
Jarvie and Hanson, for instance, point out that one must look, in analysis, beyond the
limit of rule to its consequences in social/cultural behaviour and the
perpetuation/change of institutions. The field anthropologist can use the concept of
"rule” to map out the cultural knowledge of his informant, and to test the accountability
of his reconstructed texts within the context of consequence. He must still deal with

issues of how the rules are validated, internally and by the scientist, or whether they
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are situational guidelines or transcendent rules of logic accessible to observer as well as
observed.

Clifford Geertz's symbolic, interpretive theory of culture has played a
significant role in directing participant-observers toward understanding the layers of
symbolic meaning in culture as observed.31 Geertz has attended to the problem of
culture as both process and product, using symbols as central analytic constructs which
signify both models of and models for action. Symbols in culture allow multiple
interpretations and provide a vehicle by which a model which is essentially "given" may
be reinterpreted in the context of its use; they are objectifications of meaning and exist
in a part-whole relationship analogous to the relationship of the individual to his socio-
cultural context. The fieldworker can use a kind of "hermeneutic" circle to observe the
patterns within which symbols are embedded, interpreting the symbol in relation to the
meaning which it represents situationally; fieldwork allows the anthropologist to
discover the interpretive genesis of empirical behaviour. This is an over-simplified
version of Geertz's ideas, but it illuminates both the interpretive work of P-O in
relation to culture and the problems of reconciling an intersubjective epistemology as
cultural process with a necessary context for translating science explanation into
cultural understanding. While Geertz believes that such a reconciliation is possible, his
work is loosely woven enough to leave many open questions.

Geertz adapted hermeneutics to create his interpretive theory of culture. Like
Geertz, these theorists stress the primacy of text as model or symbol over the pure
subjectivity of knowing; yet, this text is meaningless without a grounding in a
reconstructed context of intersubjectivity and meaning construction. Thus culture
becomes dialogue and the dialectic of discovery of meaning. Validation comes from the
creation of mutually-intelligible rules of evidence; thus culture is located in the

consistency of text (Agar 1980a, 1982: 798-91; Dwyer 1979: 14-6; Rabinow and
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Sullivan 1979: 19-21; Watson-Franke and Watson 1975: 247-53; Marcus and
Cushman 1982: 42-6). As we have argued above, this often means that the use of the
concept of culture presumes a common frame of reference for the participants to the
dialogue which unlerlies the consistency, and which may not be present (Radnitsky
1970a; Hayano 1975). As Geertz (1973) has argued, cultural patterning must lie
mid-way between the familiar and the unfamiliar.

Critics have questioned the relativity of culture as dialogue; thus other
approaches, like the praxis theory endorsed by R. Bauman (1973, 1978) and P.
Bourdieu (1977}, have combined hermeneutics with more conventional modes of
analysis, including Marxism and the rule theory already discussed. Like the monists,
they emphasize the active construction of meaning through acts which generate and use
knowledge. But they steer away from the idea that cultural reality is bounded as reified
context or as a frame of reference for communication. Instead, praxis theorists see
reality as multi-faceted and muitivocal. Culture is process, and not a single product; it
is the tool of the social interests which create it. The fieldworker is not detached from
social relations but participates in them in a reflective way which allows critique of the
conditions of production (Bauman 1973: 173-78).

Pierre Bourdieu (1977) rejects the concept of culture as a fiction of P-O. and
instead identifies a structure which, for the individual, is a composite of historic and
unique models and solutions for social existence: the habitus.32 But Bourdieu, like
Bauman, takes refuge in circularity, and, failing to clarify the relationship of the
scientist to what he critiques, shows the observer to be only the ultimate relationist,
able to see an endless circular relation of text and context within which one can only be
criticized against the other. The only way out is, again, through the transcendent
rationality of the investigator who, after all, must use the detachment which praxis

theory eschews in order to comprehend the process.
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Metaphor theorists take up the idea of relationism as a focal point for culture. If
one builds upon this idea, in conjunction with the emphasis of the preceding approaches
to the production of culture in context, we can begin to lcok for alternate ways to
envision culture which might bypass the inherent contradictions of epistemology and
ontology, relativity of knowing versus objectivity of knowledge. Metaphor is a way of
understanding the process of culture, whether it be rule use, negotiation, praxis, or
other forms of validation, because it proposes that culture be extended conceptually from
one situation to another as members make sense -- and use-- of it. As insiders or as
observers, we use frames or symbols of culture meaningful in one context to interpret
ancther, including the culture of the field. We can also invent or extend contexts as
models for knowledge. As a result, we gain a relational perspective on the juxtaposition
of semantic domains (D. Sapir 1977: 27-31).

Some writers have emphasized the centrality of metaphorization and relationism
in doing P-O and in writing ethnographic texts (see Parkin 1982: 3-7; Gudeman and
Perin 1982: 98-104; Salmond 1982: 65-82; R. Wagner 1981: 8-14; Marcus and
Fisher 1986: 17-75). It reveals how we extend our cultural reality to those we study,
thereby incorporating them into our sphere of knowing. Metaphor also provides some
insight into how culture can indeed be both context and text, process and product, by
revealing , argues R. Wagner (1981), how we can invent each in relation to the other.
This does not mean that the work of the anthropologist is perceived to be endlessly
relative; it simply implies that the fieldworker, like his hosts, must create the joint
interpretive frame -- logical or symbolic -- which links him with the Other, and that
he must take this as a "given" or pre-existent background form. We objectify by
bounding form to encompass meaning; and this form takes on a quality of contextual
knowledge from which yei new texts can be understood or invented (R. Wagner 1981:

35-70; Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 20-35).
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Whether or not one accepts a view of learning cuiture in P-O as a metaphoric
process, the discussion above reveals that the method is based upon a combination of
epistemology and ontology which requires that the observer superimpose his mode of
knowing upon a presupposed reality -- whether a universalist or a particularist one.
The approach to culture through metaphorization brings us closest to the framework we
will propose here, which makes use of these processual definitions to help overcome the
static circularity found in conventional, empirical assumptions about the nature -- and
knowing -- of cuiture. As long as we look only for consistency in interpretation as a
source of validation, then consistency must appear only in the perspective of the
observer, who, after all. has the job of hinging the external and internal validity of
culture through his/her own methodological dualism. To truly acknowledge the role of
hosts in creating the ethnographic interpretation of culture, we must go beyond
consistency to comprehend the role of negotiation, commitment, and communication in
fieldwork. We must acknowledge that the outcome is contingent upon intersubjectivity,
while also recognizing that the context produced through intersubjectivity is granted the
status of "reality" through the acts of the parties to negotiation.

Culture as process and as product must do two things, then. It 