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sanche de Gramont

Claude Lévi—strauss, an ethnologist who has spent more than
half his 59 years studying the behavior of North and South American
Indiang tribes, The method he uses to study the social organization
of these tribes, which he calls structuralism, has flowered into
a movement with many oxotﬁo blosssoms, It is being applied indis-
oriminently to areas for which Lgvi—strauss never intended it,,,
Structuralism, as Lovi-Strauss has used it in his ethnological
research is essentially a way of answering the questi&j, how do
you play this game: (imagine someone who has never seen a playing
card watching a game of bridge, By observing the way thepards are
played, he should be able to reconstruoct, not only the rules {or
structure) of bridge, but the zixmmxmx¥ composition (or structure)
of a deck of oard*s...

ﬂstruoturalfﬁﬁ,ﬂ gays isvi-strauss, t1g the search for unsus-
pected harmonies, It 18 the disoovery of a system of relations latent
inx a series ot objects,,, .,

T*he variety of experience in the life of f social group seems
to defy analysis, Precisely for this reason , Levi-Strauss chooses
to study primitive societies because they are more static than our
own. And within these societies, he picks what he calls n(Crystalized"
social activities like myths, kinship laws, and cooking practices,
Aside frombeing unchanging activities of unchanging societies, they
are activities at the brink of consciousness -- a member of & some
Bra#zilﬂ&n tribe never stops to wonder why he ocooks his meat in a
certain way,/or believes a myth about a man turning into a jaguar,
This is the type of sub*ponscious, taken~for-granted mental process
which Lavi-Strauss belféfea londe itself best to soientific inves-—
tigation,

For instance, he studied gift-giving in Pkolinesia, of which
there so many forms that most ethnologists hadbaritten them off as
haphazard, He foﬂ&g}that gift giving ocould be broken down into four
oycles with 35 subeycles, Thus the structure of Polynesian giff-
giving is the sum of all those oyoles and subcycles —- the law to which
every known example conforms. fThe struoﬂgme ig the hidden oxder
of human behavior, A

Lévi-Strauss derived structuralism from a school of linguistgics
whose principal exponen& at the present time is Roman Jakobson ,x Vv
very simply, these 1in%g}sts study the relations kmfymExxwarix
among words rather than the relation of each won&to the object it
designates, It is not the meaning of the word which concerns them,
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but the patterns the words form, The struoture of a language
is its grammar, and through this kind of analysis, a *linguist
ahouldke able to discover the grammar of a language ﬁ?/cannot
speak, in much the same manner that cryptographer is able to
decipher a code thanks to ff’ recurring patterns of digits,

In addition, the modern linguists agree that there is a
"ground planr for all the languages in the world, Every language
Sn every scciety has the same fundamental properties, Thus,
LSvi-Strauas says, "just as the discovery of DNA and the genetio
code led biologists to use a linguistic model to explain a
natural phenomenon, I use a linguistic model to explain oultural
phenomena other than language, I try to show that the basic
structure of language\mM in a great many
other aotivities,n

30/ Meaning in social activities as well / as in language,
is thus not to be found in the designated activity but in the
way it differs from other activities, He is not concerned with
the story a myth tells, but in the way the symbols used in
one myth become converted into another set of symbols telling
thex same story, This is the grammar or the code of myths,
Once he has unraveled hundreds of South Ameriecan myths using
different symbols and sensory codes (one deals with what is
heard, another with what is seen) and finds that they all
can be reduced to a ImxxmExXmxitsm central idea, the discovery
of fire by man, he is also able to reduce the mechanism of the
primitive mind to a certain number of recurring types of mental
operations, In the way, the laws governing social organi:ation,
which he discovers, whether they have to do with gift giving
or marrying off one's daughter, also illustrate the workings
of k& the human spirit.. ...

.. Just as there is a ground plan for language, there must be
ground plans for other forms o!f cullective behavior,

He soes the ground plan for kinship, for instance, as a
problem in the communication of women inside a primitive society,
just as economist considers supply and demand a problem in the
communication of goods and services,, Instead of studying
marriage and kinship in a tribe as a series of personal dramas,
each the result of subjective psychological and personal factors,
he studles the objective and limited number of ways a woman can
pass, thanks to marriage customs, from her own family into another

family,
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1 Sanche de Gramont, nsSays Levi-Straus, the Father of structuralism,

THERE ARE ND SUPERIOR SOCIETIES"
The New York Times Maga:ine, January 28, 1968, pp. 2b ff,

gz Carmine 41 Biase, "Lo sx strutiuralismo come ricerca del divinon®
0sservatore Romano, Anno coxvii no. 33; 10 febr XXX '77

% Christopher Lehmann-Hauptk, "what structuralism is about,n
New York Times, Tuesday, January 10, 1973,

} Tanneguy de (uenetain, [nterview with Raymond Aron

L9 Lawrence Gaylord Jones, n"Grammatical pxatterns in English and
o
Russian verse," 0ffprint from To Honor Raman Jjakobson, The
Hague—-paris: Mouton, 196@, J

b tr. Maurioce Corvez, OP, "Le structuralisme de Michsel Foucault,n
Roevne Thomiste (after 1966, pp, 101-12%,

’[Levi—strauss - Jakohson, nt lLes chatst de (harles Baudelaire,n
Homme

9 Loulis Millet,nLtanthropologie moderne,n
Etudes 1967 pp. 163-069

QJean-Marie Le Blond, Structuralisme et sciences humalnes,"
Etudes, 1967, pp. 147-162

V noman Jakobson, "Une mioroscopie du dernier spleen dans les
ﬁgusﬂ‘f@ mal,n

Q‘nelfino Gauthier, Private notes for lecture course,




Vv Rovert Goedecke,"Lévi-Strauss out of his langue,nr Philosophy Today,

Spiring 1978, pp 738R%1-88, 3
Goedecke writes from Central washington s&ate College, Ellensburg, wA 3
G84Qay

G. begins from PRELIMINARY CONPFUSIONS (73)

".. out of the blue, Lé¥i- strauss has declarediit (structuralism)
is the science of the knowable transcendent: it is the archeé not
only of our kno#wledge of culture in relation to nature, but og 3
very ontos (sic!) of culture and nature itself, It is the verff'”
presumption of the claim that the most intimate veils of the raai._
Logos has been lifted, if only slightly, that has aroused the most -
fury.»

".,., starting with the most aympathetic and ending with the antﬁ:b?_
ologists,” G, indicates the opinions of:

Howard Gardner 1973, The Quest for Mind, NY: Knopf.

 octavio paz, Lovi-Strauss: An Introduction,(?ranslated by J, S,
and Maxine Bernstein, Ithaca 1970, cq@ell U. P,)

19 ﬁichard and Fernande de George, ed,, FProm Marx to givi-straugg
(Anchor Books, Doubleday, Garden City NY 1972

\b George Steiner, n"drpheus and his Myths," Language and Silence
8 (Athneunm, N Y, 19b7)-} B Ed}(’.ﬁ/l Pul.

wl

(\Laonard Bernstein, The Unanswered Questions (Harvard y, P,, 1975)

1%1knxsoholte, "Epistenic Paradigms,", American Aqtgpggglggjgt

’qﬂu \Qb vol, beéﬁ {19%6);areprinted in Nelson and Tanya Hayes, The

@ p Anthropogologist as Hero (Cambridge:; MIT Press, 1970)

i o \q Edmuch Leach, Claude Livi-strgggg, Modern Masters Series, Vviking
i Press, 197:

E

! | 5‘ 2% pdmend Leach, "L vi-Strauss in the Garden of Eden,n in the

I v% Anthropologist as Hero,pHayes and Hayes op cit, and "2he

2\ ﬁ?ﬁitimaoy of Solomon,"din Michael Lane, ed. Structuralisuk:
a Reader (London: Jonathan Cape, 197.). ny

@ A

9™ Rodney Needham, Siructure and Sentiment, (yUniv of Chicago p, 19-2)
2.5 "Introduction and Remarkst, Rethinking Kinghip
and Marriage, London favistock, 1971,

zﬁ gtanley Diamond, In Search of the primitive (New Bruns*wick NJ:
putton, 1974, o
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%5 Stanley Diamond, "fhe Myth of Structuralism,® Phe Unconscious in
Culture (Ino Rossi, ed., putton, New York 197..

1?.Philip pettit, The Concept of structuralis@{ﬁ{_grltical Analysis,
Rerkley: U of california P., 1975

iﬂ Edward gsaid. "Abecedarium Culturae," Deginnings. NY: Basic Books,

<% Hillis Miller, Introduction to Yale Prench studies 19uu

1ﬂ Northrop Frye, "Phe Instruments of Mental Production," The stubbé:
Structure, I[thica NY: Cornell U P, 1970 :

3° paul Ricoeur,‘%tructure et Hermeneutinue®, Esprit vol 1, 19t
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77 TImmanuel Xant and Paul Ricoeur have a rational view of the}
nature of mind, in & which the categories do not come from exper
ience bhut are L78J given a radical a priori fashion chﬁomsky can
be squee.ed into this position also), From this p01nt of view,
it is evi-u——strauss who appears to be the wild relatistxc g
umxx empiricist attempting to find classification and identlrlcation E
and rationality in an empirical domain, when they are =X}
necessarily transcendent and definitory of all experience. The
ooncept of pricoleur, so crucial in the introduwetion of From
Honey to Ashes, is meant to be the Prench or intermediate

answer to the hasic problems of knowledge stated by Hume and Kant,
Lévi—-Strauss is not an idealist, a Kantian, a Cartesian, nor an
Hegelian... He is closer to Montesquieu than to Kant or Hegel:
rational norms exist, but they are different in different _
cultures, and only investigation c¢an reveal the forms actually
developed and the symbolisms really in effect.,, ,, when Levi-
Strauss does his eupirical anthropology on the basis of a
plurality of linguistic methods, the a priorits become linguistic
and ohservahle, no longer rational and necessary, but obtainable
only by analytic deduction,,,, Kant despite his reflective
rationalism, shares with the English empiricists the aphasic
problem of accepting only metonymic utterance as valid in

‘social experience and natural reality, put at least Ricoeur and
the rationalists understand the juestions about categories,
taxonomy, identification, differentiation posed and answered by
Lévi~-Strauss, even if the two have different answors,




Current Anthropology, Sept 1977, RumemxisixyxXaxx vol, 18, no, 3

Opens fronm recent attempts to relate the split-brain phenomenon in

Proceeds to a more general issue which, given the 1noreasin$ move-.-'-_l_" :

Comments pp 4063-479 References 479-481.

James J, Boggs, 403-4,

Univ of Chicago Press 1960 ff,

Robert A, Rubenstein & Charles D, Lauchlin Jr.
Bridging Levels in Systemic Organization, 459-407

man to cogntive—behavioral features of interest to anthropologists
(ct, diacusaions of bicameral mind in Time and elsevhere)

towards the integration of traditional anthropological approaches
with neuroscientific data, is of profound im*portane This is the
issue of how to bridge levels o! systemic organization ’

R, & L, see the problem of bridging systemic levels as one of cognitive R

My aspproach, on the other hand, is that systemic levels and levels

Systemic levels are often called hierarchies, Hilerarchimxzcal organiz-

structure and employ cognitive theory to reach their first conclusion.
I see the problem of bridging systewmic levels not only as one of
cogntiive structure but rather as one of the relationshsp between
theory (which is cognitive) and systemic organizatioen,,,,

. In other words, the argument is that theories are a kind of cognition,
cognition is organived hierarchically, Theoretical levels are
therefore a funetion of cognitional structure, YThe process of

bridging levels 18 explained by subsuming it under the rules of
cognitive developmental process,

of analysis (theories ® referring to systemic levels) originate
in systemic organization, not in cognitive organization., general
systems theory affords the most sophisticated fornulation of
gystemic structure and therefore may be drawn upon for an initial
definition of the problem,

ation exists because the laws governing the bhehavior of a system
at one level are different from the laws gov3irning the behavior
of its constitueﬁ'units. (E & the laws governing the aggregation
protons and neutrons to form atowmic nuclei are different from the
laws governing the aggregation of atoms into molecules)..
although different systemic levels are clearly functionally

related (because them units of =mx one level form the constituents
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Cultural Anthropology, Sept 1977, p. 463, Bogge con'd,

of the next higher level, and so on), the theories that refer
to adjacent levels are abstractions fromk these levels and are
not necessarily connected,,, This then is why theoretioal
bridge princlples are needed.

Paredes J, & M, Hepburn, 1976, The split-brain and the culture-
and-cognition paradox 4

Current Anthropology 17: 121-27,

Split-brain: experiments on epileptics in whom the corpus
callosum, common to the two hemispheres,has bsen cut,

Eg ask them to reprodmce shapes that they can see or that
they cannot see but can feel
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