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introduction human sciences, whiek.4~ due in part to their 
.r poor quality of English and to the-un- 

We than fifty Years have passed since &b#iry of mglish books .especial}y in 
social science and human stud&%- -)n 

Indonesian bookstores. tf suEh books are 
a@Jaje, they mostlp. are very expensive. 

This artide on Americwr atid French 
structural anthropology is witten with the 
intention that kdonesian sacial and cultu~al 
experts might know and g& so,ii7e i&as 
about the making of one d the r q t  important 
paradigms in social and cuttuml scienqes in 
the -tie& @&t~ry, j.e. strmlg&~w. The 
emphasis is delibera&ly-, put on the 
philosophical aspects of the paradigm, for it 

Emqber of articles using structural paradigm is Believed that such phitos~phical 
,Mye been published in the last few years backgrounds will help r- to understand 
; [Ahimsa-Putra, 1 995; 1997; 1998; 199Qa; strmturalim b.Eaater 3nd egw as they 
p=1999b; 2Q04; 2901), and there seeme# to compare it with other s6cio-cultural theories 
be no serious reactions -in the form of of the day. There are actualty thse kinds of 

... wmments, critiques or discussions- from structural anthwpallagy, i.e. Dutch,. French 
and American structural anfhropology, but 
only two of these are discussed and 
compared here, the French and the American, 

ro polog y, because these s8rueturalisms are based on 
rature and ,the. idea of the sirni1;arities betwein culture 
ve never and language and are seriausly develaped, 

~ m l J y  managed 40 give any significant whereas the Dutch strucWralism was rather 
ments premature and was later heavily influenced 
m t  by French structuraliim. 

In his article "Strsldural Anttyopology" 
(1 9721, Werner compares and discusses the 
M ion  of structure in ethnwience and Levi- 

We fact that many Indonesian Strguss' structwalism. The titfe of the w ide  
suggests that for Werner ethnascienm is 
also structural anthropdwy. tn hrs caw he 

n Antropdlogi, F a m  nmu Wday1, mimsiias 
'csadjah Mada, Yogyakartsl. 
33itial notes have been g b n  by Uoentjaranin@at w LdStr$nrsa' m&yais @f tinship 

ry acamte in my W, and am SWW. 
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,- - . , .  
shares the same \Ilew with Scheffler ( I = ) ,  and- theory bi pho. 
who considers "formal ethnagraphy" or The H m r ,  they M v e  d 
Mew Ethnography -another nam'e far - for thatreawn they ha 
ethnoscience- as structural anthropology. directions. Unfortun 
Scheffler discusses kinshin analysis in Scheffter traces the differences between 
formal ethnography and in L6vi-Strauss' these approaches deeper to their roots. I will 
structuralism, and concludes that the argue here that the different analyses and 
differences between these two structural results of these structural anthropologies 
anthro~ologies lie in their methods and stem from their different views on the goals 
criteria fw satisfswtsrinw for -the fnOdels of anthropology in genembAas &I scientific 
they build, while ,Weif Bhil~Kes in -their discipline, their views on society and cultuse, 
adoption of fnethbds from str~~efufal . on the criteria of scieniific theory, on the 
Jinguijtics. concept of meaning and on knowledge atlout 

ward mdenaug+h a P in ph.enomena, 9: well as the ways to obtain 
AlW?rIan w i 4 d u r ~  ~ ~ ~ o P O @ W ~  "the*. It is these debper backgrounds or basic 
anthropologe~ stdying atien ~ u f t ~ @ s  are fourldgtion$ that we need to'know in order to 
l ikel i~uistsstudyi~fWlanguages. In have a complete picture of these 
this Case he bdieves that One of the basic perspectives, and my purpose here is to 
problems of the anthropologists is compare and discuss these essential points. 

"how to describe the culture of In discussing them, this paper is divided 
another people for an d ience  that is into several parts. The first and second will 
unfamiliar with it, so that the description be fo-cused on how The f'4ew EmnograPh~ 
is not'@ ~aficbltW, but'~r6sents a set and LtSvi-Strauss' structu~aiism adopts 
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regularities. When the rehti~ns 

trix analysi*, Tylor's 
is known as Fa-male 

Is- (G~odenough, 

W ' d  h m ~ :  A Comparison 
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cand to up-nd 
a s ~ a s ? J m y d b ~ F r e ~ m a n  say 
to one another* (eaodsnough, 1981 :I 5). 

The appiication of tmguistic rfWW in 
anthropology is m w  known as The New 
Ethnography, EthnawBlwntics, Descriptive 
Semantic, Cognitive Anthropology, or 
Ethnoscience, but here 1 wilt use the term 
The New Ethnography, which is defined as 
the study or descriptbn of foik conaySctarl 
sygtem in OM to diwover the. mncegdudl 

meaning as ''ways in which featumb of 
language are related to things obtaide 
language" (Burling 19711:Q). The basic 
assumption here is that a linguistic 
expression desi~atea, a class of oonaepb. 
It denotes spesific image or subclass of 
i m m  within W class of anmp@-ocwsion 
9f use, and it elso signifms #w orifetia by 
whkb specific images or concepts are 
induded or @xehded from the clas of images 
or amepts that the expression -nates 
(Goodenough, 1970: 72). What is s ~ f k d  

We see here t-ha 
semantic analye or 

mod& of pMW;l$4rr#re are however, 
sewmi na this analoav. 

language. In addigtan to mat, .- -. merent  
denotata of a term are -&so assumed to be 
noncontrmtive in the same way as 
allophones of e phoneme are (Durbin, 
1972:388). 

In componential analysis, the terms of 
a semantig domain (such as kinship) are 
distinguished from one another by distinctive 
features. Goodenough a p # i  this method 
% his analysis of Truk kinship termincalogy. 
h me W e  betow, he represents Ure kinship 
tmninobgiss and the person demX&& the 
terms. He uses a set af ccmxipm trods to 
&mibe these persa~ts, such as F aSi, Fahclo, 
F@SiDa, MoSiSo, MoMeSi, etc. He then 

Me to ftnd the oritcsria~thd 
ad fy  their kin, whiehmems 
discover the *iflWrrt of 

bad% b ~ ~ m & .  The M!wing &Me shows a 
rawebtatfrrrtneedstobefutheranalyred. 
For f%mdenaugtr, eaeh signification, at the 
end, shoM exhibit e cambiroafioti dFVglues 
for several different criteria which ean be 
con- as variables, for instance, mak is 
the variable ofsex. "Just as phonemes d a 
language enter into-various cambinations to 
make morphemes and these combine to fomi 
ec$nstructions, conceptual variables a 4  their 
values comb'itle in .@er qon~tructions Gvrhich 
are the signifi~ata, czf linguistic forps" 
(Goedenolcgh, 1965; .*f08). Goodenough's 

of each lexme 

" I )  ( I 

It is obvious h m - m  the logic of #y 
analysis is virtually Id to the I9gkqf 
Perrriliar types of phondoS)icaJ aWysks= +~n 
phonology the linguists &&e the univeqw 
of possible 43aElef. mwrd;s, by rwtaln 
distinctive feattm& orassir"rg &8& &her in 
wwbs cornple- anel in that w8y.sem 
to separate the name im - i&aWly 
contras&@~swtndas, Simihfly, iw k i W $  
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Roman JaJwbmm's Wo~jl 
~ ~ v v ~  mw&- 
to evaluate properly 

248 



Structural Anthropology in America and France: A Comparison 

De Saussure also distinguishes two 
aspects of language: langue and parole. La 

refers to a particular code (organized 
tem of knowledge), which is similar to 
msky's notion of competence. It is a 
ctive phenomenon that exists only in the 

shared understanding that enables people to 
communicate. It is a system, a social fact in 

-.:-, Another important point in Jakobson's Durkheimian sense, of unconscious 
of phoneme is his view that phonemes interpersonal rules and norms upon which 

;9lter from other linguistic entities by a set of individuals' manipulations do not have any 
that are never all present in any other influence; while parole or performance in 

mtity, i.e. they are oppositive, relative and Chomsky's terminology, is the actual 
tations of the system in speech and 

g (Culler, 1975:8). It should be noted 
however, that actual speech behavior is not 

@muss, 1981 :144-145). A phoneme acquires a direct reflection of langue or competence, 
,@meaning from its position within a system for a language is never exhausted by its 

es that have never been uttered, 
as parole comprises the realizations 

of the potential sentences that may deviate 
from the competence because they are 

De Saussure holds that language is a manifested along with various communicative 
and chance factors. The contrasts 

between langue and parole is thus not a 
symmetric one between one system and 
another, but is an asymmetric one, between 
a system in isolation and the concrete situat- 
ion in which that system interacts with other 
system and directed (Kronenfeld, 1979: 508). 

A description of langue then is basically 
it formulation in the form of rules 
ms of the implicit knowledge 

sed by those who can successfully 
communicate by employing that system. The 
language speaker need not be aware of these 
rules and indeed in most cases they are not. 

"he is the chair". These examples However, although the rules are on the level 
trate that values emanate from the of U ~ C O ~ S C ~ O U S  they have empirical correlat- 

ion. which are reflected in the s~eqper's 
i 

. -  . . 
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p is viewed as a system?, 
&&in mmg a b m t i m  poa+bk f3rte!m. 
same positkn.in syntagmtic ich.Wi.aklid 
aftlong alternative foms thatwme partia??w : 

filbrs might take tn ebrnative positldn Mrm for mat category. Thus, +Q 

(Kmnfeld, 197Q:W). De Sausw~e calls - 
udes of kiktterRa1 mcl%, 

these -r&@tiens assmkfive relWem.- In hb erndys4s by pdnMng 
language, such d a t j b ~ s  a n  tie on tkfevel interning ~ ~ d 6 . m  i;o 

nib' * sm/ieptbv, *rrametp first, the situation 
W e  $he 4erther representsauthority and'ttie 
wtcle fari"rifi;swity, and & c h d ,  the dfuat!wr - W e  therd&ondhip between fa%& aiid 

'yeah'). Paradigmatic r@afibns; -ttru$, is of familiatitfr -a$ a e  &&mip 
d-ine the PbSBibiw of m b ~ t @ m -  +he between uncle and nephew i s  .df 
noti~ns Of S Y M W *  and mfMi#@*k authority. For L&vi-Strauss, fhme 
rmw pby si*i8canP in Wtuctural situations represent twti-acts of attpud;e^s 

csnstltuthg twp pairs of oppoSiim. In spe 
~socfetie tly matemaf uwte is [-faW&fJ, 
pauthof i t&~ef,  but in  some qVierS lie is 

ot-rrme forms l+farniliar] 1-authoritativy (&hi-strausa. 
( K t m f W ,  t979;SOSJ. 19$3:41). Td .ah#lyr%! a kmtih@'iy~t&n friihis In L~vi-Strau&st view, the s t m t l d  way;is took for the Mconsdous featuw approah @' the '- and Of 'bf the attii* i s  p@ of the systqrii. H d o  
Tr~ubetzkoy 
Schod. in the mans f ~ . v i &  kinship tfirns.8~ L &t$k of 

methodologic @f$u&s, W k h  are related'in$mky ways to 
other rermg within the system.-in termis $f to me analysis of kinship systems and pe rspw L6-ji-sbavbs thsn,arri"Ba sptems' LQviLStm 
th~cqmlusio~ that such a r~Iafionship is oirly sterns. are sygtems of 

.byarm$ci0~6taws, and "one"aspect of $ g@bl  system coritaintgg 

&&WWxtrne meaningful o ~ l y  four types of relation&ips ,Which or~anjq lb 
linked, namely: brotherlsister; husbandt w&; -*y wmd-ht@ f&h9rlson and mother's bro@pr/sisW$~~'. 

that h sound@ that rnan'io 
Mm sn unlimw. ed. So ae F u r t h e ~ r e ,  he also fowlat& a @nerpl 

&e that & t e s  that, in ,qylt~res, Where the 
.c@~$bnship betbyma mother's hrofkr a@ 
ralst~'s son is distinctive "the, relgtiqn 
betvvep maternal uncle and nephmj is tg 

n b r o t h  and s i s k a f  
n father and san is-h that 
and wife" (W&@atlss, 

can be put in a fotpal 
. . 
f 

@h@2Zfi4$ : (5-  Z) :: (F - S) : (H --W+,- 
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Cadmos sees his - _ :, . 

f m r )  = lame (?) 

. , ,,. 



thepryi4hey rneaua:~ sdstqymt of lawful 
w 3 q a l ~ s b o r i a t w o d r ~ , ~ f c h  



c&d hdwultdd study ( ~ d , ' ~ 3 a ) - ;  as 
p&cticed today is basically the brainchffd of 
G.P. Murdock. ffirdock's eontributions in this 
field are, among athers, the use of f o m l  
statistical inference includirig coefficients and 
correlations and tests significance; the 
develodment of systemat% continental 
ethnographic bibliographies and, more 
importantly the formal use of the logical 
pastbbbs, a system -of reasonihg which 
carries dut Popper's doctrine of deductive 
reasoning and hypothesis falsificatibn (Cohen 
and broil, 1973: 12-13). ?Tie last point shows 
us the epistemological background of croe- 
cultural approach, i.e. Popper's conceptian 
of theory and €he Slochastic epistemology. 

Popper argues that true scientific 
endeavor is nt3t inductive but deductive, and 
scientific resea'rch 'consists essentially of 
attempts to refute the scienlisrs own idea. 
He defines negatMy the notion of yiqmtific 
theory, to distinguish it from ttid @ta- 
physical theory, and p3nclUcks Mert vvery 
good scientific theory is er prbh%iti&r. It 
fdrtlids certain thing to happen. The mare a 
theory kftdds, the better it is. 

tn addition to that, a theoryl;shouPd &So 
be falsifi9ble. Consequentty, every genuine 

.> tad of theory is basicaHy an attempt to falsify 
E 
8 - -- . if; not to support ck prove it. Thus, he sums 
.L r* 
Fr up, the criterion of sdentifk status of a theory 

-A 

is its falsifiabibty, or reMabil i i  ot-&stabili€y 
5 
6- 

(Popper, 1985: 37). ~f a rearty ~orougR ~d 
F -- ~ ~ i g n e d  Wmpt at Mitetion fails, pen 
L- 
L 

h i d e a  is tentatively presumed Wt. BBrff it 
.- "& never finally shown t~ be ,so. From this 
%= *t of view, the best theory is & 
c. 
6 "..the orre which, by rratutat 
&' 
k 

stdecth~; pmve8 its& thpr'fittest ta 

E- S@%&e.ThkW#betheOfteWhkh&- 
*,-- :only I.\a&4?melw aood up the sfMem& 
' . ~ . ~ t h e ~ H h i c h i g e l s o ~ k r M e  
: in ahe most rigoms way A Wry ici a 

Ahimsh-Putra 

world of our experience., STn= a theory, must 
be falsifiable, testable, it must qls6_&e 
'empirical, and an empirical tfikurgiical 
system must satisfy s h t a l  requlremvts. 
First, it must be synthetic in the ~e i i se  that 
it contains no cohkadictory statements, so 
that it may represent a pmslble world, our 
world. Second, it must not be metapbysic&!, 
but must "represent a world -07 possible 
expehnce". Third, it mus tp  distinguibhad 
ftdm other such systems, 'and becomes tRe 

reality, or stochastic phenomena; 
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88 
tab 
.This table then becomes the f%w s f  
analysis, whereas the :c%at o$sew&le 
phmmenon is qwded m e f q  as a&-& 
lhe possible combin&iws or expmwims 
(L6rd-Strauss, 5967:16). These refationstdps 
are also regarded as the "profoundarid mni-  
present _causew of empiriudy observable 
functions. In this case the smallest unit of 
study is no longer man or J - b  produda as 
observable entities -which for L&vi-Strauss 
remain impenetrable-, hut rather the 
relationships between the entities, which are 
more simpk and intelligible. This set of 
relations is like a simple end CO- f m  
imposed upon the muMiplicity of contents 
(Rossi, 1982:48). The exclusive concern d 
the s t r u c t u ~ ~  with relationship as o@ect 
of their investigatiorr has allowed them to 
searb, for @variant forms utxbmeath vaFio y 
mntegt of cuItural phenomena, rather ;then 
searching for mwhg merit behind variabbe 
forms. , 

In studying socio-cultural ph&omena 
Levi-Strauss hdds that there.is no society 
or any W a l  system that can3 .be grasped 
as a whole- Each sWtg,muq be conceived 
of as composed of diverse and more or less 
interdependent "orders" ?f re@tionship 
between persons or between - n e w  
objas as conceived by pe&m A p c k @  
consists of, thus, different f~rmgi-as orders of 
communication. Each qcder is different from 
another in the materials, W i g  ci-culated or 
"communicated', ar in the way the same 
materials are anceive@ as jntenelated (Levi- 
.Strauss, 1963). 'yet each order must have at 
least formally similar or ielentical structure. 
Hence, we may say that tta* om'et is on3 
a conditioned vslant of the ather., The 
conditioning Wabtes h this oaepi 

a p~rspective, a structural 
6@siea#v a prbcdure or tqttnlque 

ng out @vets of social phenomena, 
f ~ r  teerain9 about refations between 
-p&qmh at the wme or diffemng W S ,  
$nd for wfating p e  conscious and the 
unwnscious ljlodels of the same or ctrierent 
people to one another (Scbeffler, 1W6:79). 
In his analysis the anthropologist treats each 
system of relations as one particular case of 
,$her systems, and search$& for their gl-l 
explana-tion at the level of tcamfmatimal 
rules, which wauid enable him to pass from 
one system to another. Ewmtial to the 
notion of structural - aqalysis grq, the 
methodological concepts. of transformition 
and structure. 

A structure is not a iepreaentaiion 4% 
substitute reality, for there are 
struc!ures Ifm!eb at vado* few& 
(LRvi-Strauss, 1963327). L&-Straum 
stat- that the structwe ha @ucislates is 
nothing but empirical e#!y apprshended in 
its logical qnizat im,  arid that there ex* 
no s W w e  eeparated frm twvjae 
yerfa. ''The Wucture is the content. W 
(CM&Stfauss, 1976:115), S&udure is thus 
the detmining (thotqh iwksible) mMiom 
which oecsunt f ~ f  empirical ebserwtbte 
ra&y. FFOF W-SfFa 



d?erh that- in -tl\is~*prcima* a tho* 
mal@a,of ernsrm~-~*mote 
apppbw &$ &-wit)red-y 
meralfzustierx~~an a i m M l B b r  6f 



just n@t 
,-sis St lis 
&*&id 

eit1tursrl p h e m g .  the metr~0%1ist I% 
with un&erBbanmg- them. Wis 

impties that structumlism pejects #te 
aanception of rigoseurp experimental 
verifiajon. For Ldvi-Slfa 

sf kuth is to show that the :wm-the 

always tries to crn&ruCa- mod& that,* 

in the syntbs i s ,  "kn Me eapbdty, @r 
reeo~stituting the e m p i W  mntea&-fm 
#rhis;h .it started" (Rmsi, .1974M).- -. ; 

- z.. - _.*. . -'.- :p .<; 

vr. Anag- 
-Pc?Ms af ..r-; , -.% 

- 8-  > - A- - * 

Our di,sicussi&&on The New Ethw 
P ~ Y  _!A~qan.StrWW 
6UKI ,&ebVi-StTg~&~', Strk!@qaEism & . F F ~  
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If./, such as Stl in ' p m t ~ $ ~  4 

&a unit af a higher WL, a fnapheme. This 
n@ion. dt--@ is ai; course has wthipg 
b.* vgith aecngntii at  all. "Thcy are &$t 

W d d  of_ ideas in terms .qf 

not Ibl, as a pwsibte 
in 'projeot', becausa,we do 
'probed inEnglish. R brief, 

meaning in such instances is onty a 'tael' to 
sipot the "difference" or "senseu a6 the overlappingetasses. For tW 
&atxitic support of structure. 

I think, the rnm ~~ 
rhePk!WEtkn&grapkyrnU 
in theirceprstemologicd 

baekgwrld. As we know, these approaches ex-on about 
use different criteria of wime. -7nm i3 phenoiWma tbml 
rehintwent d the 63j3pmitibni$iet~~ten tks 

mi the Cdwr- f)t(i(fy 
-theory padtutater the 

existwee of -S6me corpm beyond ihb 
propositional form, in which trutK is 
exp-d, and The New ~ttkogmphy or 
crass- st- position is in')Sp&'kMh 
the Correspondence theory, which hold$ that 
the mrpus is an ineaucibte one and is_k&b& 
as 'fact'. The fact is availab@'@ the obewer 
but is separate fiom h@n..ln dlher wr$S it !s 
given a q i s  susceptible of pos~$,~~@$gi$# 
investigalicm. The fact is cansidered'gs 
stable, meaning that it is not affected bac_tbe 
pre$en@ absence and the activ$itieg of the 
investigator. Assuming the given qualify of .. . 
the fact, corresp~ndence becomes the 
criterion of verif j~ation';~n~~p~$i~vism. 
According to, the Correspcmdence thmry a 
judgement ja-cprrect Qr a- proposition is 
consided as true if there is a fact q m s -  
pondjng to it, and false if there is mt. ' 

a6Q- Hul!mwm bwmX\/: w.* 



Structural Anthropoio@ Jn Anler 

Thi strategy, they t)eli&e, will 
to formulate 7aw" of socio- 

el$. instead of comparing 
ekies, such as what the 

uralists have been doing, 

r or identbd stwctum, and 
d variant of the other. The 

is to fmuk te  the 
ructure in ens order 

a system with some caua, 
lans W e e n  its elements, 

tyeen these elements. These 
are regarded as low-like 
en they have passed rigorous 

c theory. For the American 
valid science d human 

tested with refrrmce to 

rica and France: A Contpari&a~ 

% - * -  .--, 
determined rather by'*& simpkity of it8 
model, 

~rQ;r\ the episi<rn&y$cad: pptspective, 
the ciiffmce - ~meric$n and French 
struGtwa1ism Ires in'ftieir con&p&b of truth 
and the relation between mindii$nd the 
phenome~a obsemed. Tfie American 
stnlehpr1ists a- the %smspsndence 
theory M h ,  wYrich t?M'wme all 

ivm;stabtP (unaffected by the 
d the &server), efnd is ova%@e to 

me w e 1 .  but is' horn him. The 
assumed qualities 
scientists to me wrregpqndenee as the 
chterion of ye_rfidb~)- On ththe=~p&8[te side, 
the French struqtuiatists advocate the 
Coherence theofy.pf t m ,  whiGh st&& that 
there can be no sepsrmtii bebmen the mind 
amJ the plrenonrerui d. Facts are not 
given, ate afbctdd t!ipthe=presence of the 

dependency between propositions. 
many, the ~ b a t w e e n A f l W @ l l  

and Fmch s t r u ~ l  anthfopaloQy csn also 
be found in their donceflons of meaning. 
While the .American struq$urtrlists conceive 
thsmeayring oftsymbol as y&yt it refem to or 
i$ reM@nMps @ o ~ ~ s , t t t g F t e n c h  

lists believe that-- meaning of 
. by_ i€s @wi€iqno along 
e, synt-ic * me 

paradigmafic, and if has ngthl'ng to do with 
semantics. 

Tf~or. are ihesigqificaq d h n c e s  
between the t w o - i m r a t  anthmp&?~gits. I 
believe tha ersta%ding and 
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