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tory. He began almost immediately to rewrite it, and during this process he was
~ led to the French sociologists, especially Durkheim and Marcel Mauss. The final ver-
sion of The Andaman Isfanders (1922) is dedicated to Haddon and Rivers, but it
bears the unmistakeable mark of L'année sociologique. This amalgam provided the '

. B. Radclifie-B

BACKGROUND _ .

A. R. Radcliffe-Brown was so much a rival of Malinowski in
the eyes of his studenis (though never, probably, in his own eyes) that when a
memorial volume for Malinowski was published in the 1960s some anthropologists

clucked that Radcliffe-Brown's name appeared in it more often than did that of
Malinowski himself. The remark would have pleased him. Radcliffe-Brown was

more austere and ‘“scientific’” in his thinking, less .flamboyant and adventurous in
his field work, than Malinowski. For Radcliffe-Brown to have exposed himself in a
presumably secret diary, as Malinowski did, would have been unthinkable. Seen
from today’s vantage, it is a little difficult to appreciate what the two were arguing
about professionally. Yet they seem to have been designed to put each other off:

Alfred Reginald Brown was born in England in 1881. His childhood was one
long fight with tuberculosis. When he was well enough to go to school he was
educated, first at a public school in Middlesex, then as a foundation scholar at
King Edward’s High School in Birmingham.

In 1901 he was admitted to Trinity College, Cambridge. He intended to study
natural science, but his tutor convinced him to turn to the ““moral sciences,” which
at that time included experimental psychology and economics as weil as philoso-
phy. He met W. H. R. Rivers, Alfred Haddon, and John Myers, anthropologists who
(with C. G. Sefigman) had been members of the 1898 Cambridge expedition to the
Torres Straits, which introduced the practice of field research by professionals into
European anthropology. These men led him into anthropology.

From Haddon, who later became his most enthusiastic sponsor, Brown acquired
an interest in morphology. Haddon introduced him to the idea that inductive gen-
eralization must be dore on the widest possible base and that strict use of the
comparative method requires intensive field study of particular societies. It was
with Haddon that he first became critically aware of the systemic interdependence
of social phenomena—something that opened the way for his later interest in Emile
Durkheim. '

While at Cambridge, Brown acquited a reputation for “dash, extravagance, and
overbrilliance” that he never lost. As he grew older he became more sedate and
somewhat withdrawn, but he remained a controversial personality.

-In_1906-1908 he did field research in the Andaman Islands. His fellowship
thesis for Tnmty was a conventlonal reconstructlon of Andamanese cultural his-
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basis for the structural-functional school of anthropology, of which Radcliffe-Brown
‘was the principal exponent.

In 1910 he returned to the field. Two years in Australia wrestllng with the
intricacies of kinship and social organization among the Kariera also gave him new

insights into totemism and myth. “Three Tribes of Western Australia” was pub-
. lished in 1913.

When World War | broke out, Brown was made director of education for the
istand of Tonga. He disliked the job, but from it he learned firsthand the pitfalls of

-applied anthropology, a pursuit he came to disdain.

Most of his working life was spent as something of a wanderer in Africa, Aus-

“tralia, and the United States. From 1920 to 1923, while he held the chair of social

anthropology at Cape Town, he organized the successful School of African Life
and Language. When he moved to Australia in 1926 he developed a similar pro-~
gram at Sydney with even greater success. He helped found the journal Oceania
and completed a major synthesis of his earlier researches, “The Social Organiza-

tion of Australian Tribes™ (1930-1931).

In 1926 he legally changed his name by deed poll. Using his mother’s family

" name of Radcliffe, he became double-barreled Radcliffe-Brown. Before long he

became known throughout the profession as R-B.
In 1931 he went to the University of Chicago. During this time he worked.on

primitive law and social sanction, laid the foundation for the modern treatment of

the lineage, and systematized and expanded his conception of social anthropology
as a "‘natural science of society’” in a series of brilliant lectures and seminars.

As a teacher, he was a spellbinder, master of both his subject and oratory.
Although he never actively sought disciples, circles formed around him. Several
generations of American anthropologists found him inspirational. As usual, the reac-
tions he inspired were mixed: he filled some with devotion, some with hostile dis-
may. Many older American anthropologists resented his influence and the “rejection
of history’’ that was falsely ascribed to him. Lowie had a lengthy exchange with

him, and we have already noted his public debates with Linton. Radcliffe-Brown was

given to instructing other scholars in their own subjects {(one professor of Chinese
was particularly bitter)—a trait that became intensified as his notions of social
anthropology led him to call into question the autonomy and status of other
disciplines.

In 1937 he returned to England to occupy the newly created chair of social
anthropology at Oxford. This fulfilment was short-lived; the beginning of World
War Il brought teaching there to an end. R-B spent 1942-1944 in S&o Paulo on a
cultural mission. Back in England, he helped set up postwar programs for research
in Africa and Asia, but he could never take part in them because he was retired,

_very much against his will, when he reached the statutory age limit of sixty-five.

He was on the loose again. From 1947 to 1949 he was professor of social sci-
ences at Farouk | University in Alexandria; from 1951 to 1954 he held a special



. saciological thought as weli as in social anthropology. In a period when anthro-

At:on and structure Soc1a| process refers to a unit of soc[al actwlty, ity the regu-

as being central in a functionalist approach to society.
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appointment at Rhodes University in South Africa. In 1950 he and Daryll Forde
edited African Systems of Kinship and Marriage, and in 1952 a cellection of his
essays was published as Structure and Funcfion in Primitive Society.

A serious fall that broke several ribs sent him back to England. Between bouts
of preumonia he continued his work, still carrying on old controversies about his
favorite topic, “local groups in Australia.” His old lung trouble had by now become.
serious. He died in 1955. His English and American students and admirers pub
lished his Natural Science of Society after his death.

STRUCTURE, FUNCTION, AND RECIPROCITY

INTRODUCTION

Radcliffe-Brown has had considerable influence in both an
thropology and sociology. The functionalist aspect of Radetiffe-Brown’s work,
combined with its structuralist approach, reflects the structural functionalism in

pology was putting increased emphasis on field work, Radcliffe-Brown's interesis
remained theoretical. Even in his field work he was more interested in generaliza-
tions about social events than in what happened to individuals. Hls approach to:
anthropology was also very different from others of that period. His two major
methodological positions were generally disputed by most contemporary American
anthropologists. One of these—that the individua! is of no account and that it is
the social system alone that matters—came when culture and personality more or
less dominated American anthropology. The other—the use of the organic anal-
ogy 1o make imporiant theoretical points—was also controverted by American
anthropologists

larities of soclal processes that are important. Such processes are regarded as
being synchronic processes, as opposed to diachronic processes, which refer to
changes over longer periods of time. ‘

Radcliffe-Brown derived his concept of function from physiology. He believed
that the term ““function” in the social sciences denoted the same process as in .
physiology—the connection between structure and life. In the case of society, the
connection was between social structure and social life. Function, then, refers to
the refationship between process and social structure. A different way of putting
this is to say that function is the contribution an element makes to the whole social
system. The_difference_between Radgcliffe-Brown and_Malinowski Is, then, tha‘t'-'_
Malinowski started with the individual. Individual needs.‘wer,_e incidental ‘LQ,Badc.l.iff

“Brown, who regarded.the : system..of human interactions rather than_buman beings

The term “structure” refers to a kind of organized arrangement of parts. In the
social structure these parts are individual peréons who participate in social [ife,
occupying statuses in the social network. The social network is made up of social
relationships between individuals of a society, who are controlled by norms or pat-
terns. In his use of the idea of structure, Radcliffe-Brown was a leader. It was on
this aspect of his work that his successors in British social anthropology built.

ON THE CONCEPT
OF FUNCTION
IN SOCIAL SCIENCE'

The concept of function applied to human sccieties is

based on an analogy between social life and organic life. The recognition

" of the analogy and of some of its imglications is not new. In the nineteenth

century the analogy, the concept of function, and the word itself appear fre-
quently in social philosophy and sociology. So far as | know the first system-
atic formulation of the concept as applying to the strictly scientific study of
society was that of Emile Durkhsim in 1895. (Régles de fa Méthode Socio-
logique). T

Durkheim’s definition is that the “function’ of a socia! institution is the
correspondence between it and the needs (besoins in French) of the social
organism. This definition requires some elaboration. In the first place, to
avoid possible ambiguity and in particular the possibility of a teleological
interpretation, | would like to substitute for the term ‘needs’ the term ‘neces-
sary conditions of existence’, or, if the term ‘need’ is used, it is to be under-
stood only in this sense. It may be here noted, as a point to be returned to,
that any attempt to apply this concept of function in social science involves
the assumption that there are necessary canditions of existence for human

"societies just as there are for animal crganisms, and that they can be dis-

covered by the proper kind of scientific enquiry

For the further elucidaticn of the concept it is convenaent to use the
analogy between social life and organic life. Like all analogies it has to be
used with care. An animal organism is an agglomeration of cells and intersti-
tial fluids arranged in relation to one another not as an aggregate but as an
integrated living whole. For the bicchemist, it is a complexly integrated
system of complex molecules. The system of relations by which these units
are related is the organic structure. As the terms are here used the organism
is not itself the structure; it is a collection of units (cells or molecules) ar-
ranged in a structure, i.e., in a set of relations; the organism has a structure.
Two mature animals of the same species and sex consist of similar units
combined in a similar structure. The structure is thus to be defined as a set
of relations between entities. (The structure of a cell is in the same way a set of
relations between complex molecules, and the structure of an atom is a set
of relations hatween electrons and protons.) As long as it lives the organism
preserves a certain continuity of structurs although it does not preserve the
complete identity of ite constituent parts. It loses some of its constituent mole-
cules by respiration or excretion; it takes in others by respiration and alimen-
tary absorption. Over a period its constituent cells do not remain the same.
But the structural arrangement of the constituent units does remain similar,
The process by which this structural continuity of the organism is maintained

Reprinted with permission of Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., from Structure and Function
in Primitive Society by A. R. Radcliffe-Brown. First published by The Free Press in 1852.
British rights granted by Routledge & Kegan Paul Lid.

.



298 STRUCTURE, FUNGTION, AND RECIFROCITY

RADCLIFFE-BROWN / ON THE CONCEPT OF FUNCTION IN SOCIAL SCIENGE 299

" of the nature of human society and of social life, we find presented to us
three sets of problems. First, the problems of social morphology—what kinds ™
ot social structures are there what are their similarities and differences, how
they to be classified? Second, the prob[ems of social ‘physiology-—how
do social structures funchon'? Tthd the problems of deve!opmentdhow do
w't'ypes of social structure come into existence? '
THTWO 1mportant points where the analogy between organism and society
breaks down must be noted. In an animal organism it is possible to observe
& ofganic structure to some extent independently of its functioning. It is
therefore possible to make a morphotogy which is independent of physiology.
-But in human society the social structure as a whole can only be observed
in'its functioning. Some of the features of social structure, such as the geo-
graphscai distribution of individuals and groups, can be directly observed, but
‘most of the social relations which in their totality constitute the structure, such
as relations of father and son, buyer and seller, ruler and subject, cannot be
observed except in the social activities in which the relations are functioning.
Jt-follows that a social morphology cannot be established independently of a
-social physiology.
The second point is that an animal organism does not, in the course of its
‘life, change its structural type. A pig does not become a hippopotamus. (The
‘development of the animal from germingtion to maturity is not a change of type
‘since the process in all its stages is fypical for the species.) On the other hand
a-society in the course of its history can and does change its structural type
without any breach of continuity.
' By the definition here offered ‘function’ is the contribution which a partial
‘activity makes to the total activity of which it is a part. The function of a par-
ticular social usage is the contribution it makes to the total social life as the
" functioning of the total social system. Such a view implies that a social system
* {the total social structure of a society together with the totality of social usages
in which that structure appears and on which it depends for its continued
existence) has a certain kind of unity, which we may speak of as a functional
unity. We may define it as a condition in which all parts of the social system
work together with a sufficient degree of harmony or internal consistency, i.e.,
without producing persistent conflicts which can neither be resolved nor
regulated.?

This idea of the functional unity of a social system is, of course, a hypoth-
esis. But it is one which, o the functionalist, it seems worthwhile to test by
systematic examination of the facts.

There is another aspect of functional theory that should be briefly men-
~ tioned. To return to the analogy of social life and organic life, we recognise
that an organism may function more or less efficiently and so we set up a spe-
cial science of pathology to deal with all phenomena of dysfunction. We dis-
tinguish in an organism what we call health and disease. The Greeks of the
fifth century B.C. thought that one might apply the same notion to society, to
the city-state, distinguishing conditions of eunomia, good order, social health,
from dysnomia, disorder, social ill-health. In the nineteenth century Durkheim,

is called life. The life-process consists of the activities and interactions of the':
constituent units of the organism, the cells, and the organs into which th
cells are united.

As the word function is here being used the life of an grganism is-c
ceived as the functioning of its structure. It is through and by the contin'u'ity
of the functioning that the continuity of the structure is preserved. If we: €0
sider any recurrent part of the life-process, such as respiration, digestion; & :
its function is the part it plays in, the contribution it makes to, the life of.
organism as a whole. As the terms are here being used a cell or an ofga
has an activity and that activity has a function. It is true that we common
speak of the secretion of gastric fluid as a ‘function’ of the stomach. As'th
words are here used we should say that this is an ‘activity’ of the stoméc’
the *function’ of which is to change the proteins of focd into a form in whic
these are absorbed and distributed by the blood to the tissues.? We may hdt
that the function of a recurrent physiclogica! process is thus a correspondeﬂc
between it and the needs (i.e., necessary conditions of existence} of. :the:
organism. i

If we set out upon a systematic investigation of the nature of organisnj
and organic life there are three sets of problems presented to us. (There ar
in addition, certain other sets of problems concerning aspects or characteris
tics of orgaric life with which we are not here concemed.) One is that.
morphclogy—what kinds of organic structures are there, what similarities aﬁ
variations do they show, and how can they be classified? Second are th
problems of physiology——how, in general, do organic structures function
what, therefore, is the nature of the life-process? Third are the problems of
evelution or development—how do new types of organisms come into e><|s-'
tence? -

To turn from organic life to social life, if we examine such a communi'
as an African or Australian tribe we can recognise the existence of a socia
structure. Individual human beings, the essential units in this instance, are
connected by a definite set of social relations into an integrated whole. The.
continuity of the social structure, like that of an organic structure, is not de-
stroyed by changes in the units. Individuals may leave the society, by death’
or ctherwise; others may enter it. The contmuﬁy of structure is-maintained b |
the process. of sacia! life, which consists of the activities and mteractﬁons of
the individual human bemgs and of the organised groups into which they ar
united. The social life of the community is here defined as the functioning
of the social structure. The function of any recurrent activity, such as the’
punishment of a crime, or a funeral ceremony, is the part it plays in th :
socig! life as a whole and therefore the contribution it makes to the mainte
nance of the structural continuity. :

The concept of function as here defined thus involves the notion of a
structure consisting of a set of refations amongst unit entities, the continuity -
of the structure being maintained by a fife-process made up of the activities
of the constituent units.

If, with these concepts in mind, we sst out on a systematic investigation




activities of a social type (as Durkheim tried to do}.

"~

~ Europe through the last twenty-five centurias, For the preliterate sccieties with
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in his application of the notfon of function, sought to lay the basis for a scien-
tific social pathology, based on a maorphology and a physiology# In his works,
particularly those on suicide and the division of lebour, he attempted to find -
objective criteria by which to judge whether a given society at a given time Is:
normal or pathological, eunomic or dysnomic. For example, he tried to show
that the increase of the rate of suicide in many countries during part of the
nineteenth century is symptomatic of a dysnomic or, in his terminology,
anomic, social condition. Probably there is no sociolegist who would hold that':
Durkheim really succeeded in establishing an cbjective basis for a science of
social pathology.® :

In relation to organic structures we can find strictly objective criteria by
which to distinguish disease from health, pathological from normal, for disease
is that which either threatens the crganism with death (the dissolution of its
structure) or interferes with the activities which are characteristic of the .
organic type. Societies do not die in the same sense that animals die and
thersfore we cannot define dysnomia as that which leads, if unchecked, to the
death of a soclety. Further, & society differs from an organism in that it can
change iis siructural type, or can be absorbed as an integral part of a larger
society. Therefore we cannot define dysnomia as a disturbance of the usual
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Let us return for a moment to the Greeks. They conceived the health of -
an organism and the eunomia of a society as being in each instance a condi-
tion of the harmeonious working together of its parts.t Now this, whera society
is concerned, is the same thing as what was considerad above as the func-
tional unity or inner consistency of a social system, and it is suggested that for
the degree of functional unity of a particular society it may be possible 0
establish a purely objective criterion. Admittedly this cannot be done at pres-
ent; but the sclence of human society is as yet in its extreme-infancy. So that
it may be that we should say that, while an organism-that is attacked by a
virulent disease will react thersto, and, if its reaction falls, will die, a socisly
that is thrown into a condition of functional disunity or inconsistency (for this
we now provisicnally identify with dysnomia) wili not die, except in such com-
paratively rare insiances as an Australian tribe overwhelmed by the white =
man's destructive force, but will continue to struggle toward some sort of
eunomia, some kind of social health, and may, in the course of this, change its
structural type. This process, it seems, the ‘functionalist’ has ample opportuni-
ties of observing at the present day, in native pecples subjected to the domina-
tion of the civilised nations, and in those nations themselves.”

Space will not allow & discussion here of another aspect of functional
theory, viz., the question whether change of social type is or is not dependent
on function, i.e., on the laws of sccial physiology. My own view is that therg is
such a dependence and that its nature can be studied in the development of
the legal and political institutions, the economic systems, and the religions of

which anthropology is concerned, it is not possible to study the details of ieng
processes of change of type. The ¢ne kind of change which the anthropolegist
can observe is the disintegration of social structures. Yet even here we can
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observe and compare spontaneous movements towards reintegration. We
have, for instance, in Africa, in Oceania, and in America the appearance of
new religions which can be interpreted on a functional hypothesis as attempts
to relieve a condition of social dysnomia produced by the rapid modification of
the social life through contact with white civilisation.

The concept of function as defined above constitutes a ‘working hypothe-

RADCLIFFE-BROWN [/ ON THE CONCEPT OF FUNCTION IN SOC/AL SCIENCE

-sls’ by which a number of problems are formulated for investigation. No scien-

tific enquiry is possible without some such formulation of working hypotheses.

“Two remarks are necessary here. One is that the hypothesis does not reguire

the dogmatic : assertion that everytﬁ;ﬁ“g__m the life of every commumty has a
function. only requwes  the assumption that it may have one, and that we aré
justified “in seeking to discover it. The second is that what appears to be the
same social usage in two societies may have different functions in the two.
THUS The Fractice of calibacy in the Romian Cathislie’ Church of today has very
different functions from those of celibacy in the early Christian Church. In
other words, in order to define a social usage, and therefore in order to make
valid comparisons between the usages of different pecples or periods, it is
necessary to consider not merely the form of the usage but also its function.
On this basis, for example, belief in @ Supreme Being in a simple society is
something different from such a belief in a modern civilised community.

The acceptance of the functional hypothesis or point of view outlined
ahove results in the recognition of a vast number of problems for the
sclution of which there are required wide comparative studies of societies of
many diverse types and also intensive studies of as many single societies as
possible. In field studies of the simpler peoples it leads, first of all, o a direct
study of the social life of the community as the functioning of a social struc-
ture, and of this there are several examples in recent literature. Since the
function of 2 social activity is 10 be found by examining its effects upon indi-
viduals, these are studied, either in the average individual or in both average
and exceptional individuals. Further, the hypothesis leads to attempts to
investigate directly the functional consistency or unity of a social system and
to determine as far as possible in each instance the nature of that unity. Such
field studies will obviously be different in many ways from studies carried out
from other points of view, e.g. the ethnological point of view that lays
emphasis on diffusion. We do not have to say that one poini of view is better
than another, but only that they are different, and any particular piece of work
should be judged in reference to what it aims to do.

i the view here outlined is taken as one form of “functionalism’, a few
remarks on Dr. Lesser's paper become permissible. He makes reference 10 a
diffrence of ‘content’ in functional and nonfunctional anthropelogy. From the
point of view here presented the ‘content’ or subject-matter of social anthro-
pology is the whole sccial life of a people in all its aspects. For convenience of
handling it is often necessary to devote special attention to some particular
part or aspect of the social life, but if functionalism means anything at all it
does mean the attempt to see the social life of a people as a whole, as a
functional unity.

Dr. Lesser speaks of the functionalist as stressing ‘the psychological
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contention. Generalisations about any sort of subject matter are of two kinds:
the generalisations of common cpinicn, and generalisations that have been
verified or demonstrated by a systematic examination of evidence afforded by
precise observations systematically made. Generalisations of the latter kind
“are called scientific laws. Those who hold that there are no laws of human
~ society cannot hold that there are no generalisations abeut human society be-

aspects of culture’; | presume that he here refers to the functionalist's recog-
mition that the usages of a society work or ‘function’ only through their effects
in the life, i.e., in the thoughts, sentiments and actions of individuals. ;

The 'functionalist’ paint of view here presented does therefore imply that
we have to investigate as thoroughly as possible all aspects of social life,
cengidering them in relation to one another, and that an essential part of the'

task is the investigation of the individual and of the way in which he is
moulded by or adjusted to the social life.

Turmning from content to method Dr. Lesser seems to find some conflict
between the functional pcint of view and the historical. This is reminiscent of

the attempts formerly made to see a conflict between sociology and hlstory
There need be no conflict, but there is a difference.

There is not, and cannot be, any conflict between the functional hypothesis
W

ofa umque'
. series of historical accidents. The process of development of the race-horsé"
from its five-toed ancestor was a unique series of historical accidents. This
does not conflict with the view of the physiologist that the horse of today and

and the view.that. any. culture any. soczaLsystem Is.the. end-res

all the antecedent forms conform or conformed to physiological laws, i.e., to

the necessary conditicns of organic existence. Palaeontology .and physi--

ology are not in conflict. One ‘explanation’ of the race-horse is to be found
in its history—how it came to be just what it is and where it is. Another and

entirely independent ‘explanation’ is to show how the horse is a special -

exemplification of physiological laws. _Similarly one ‘explanation' of a social

system will be.its.history, where .we-khow_lt=the_detailed 2d_account of how it

_ame to be what it is and where it is, Another ‘explanation’ of the same gys-

tem |s obtamed by showmg (as the functlonallst attempts to do) that it is a

two kinds of explanat on do not conflict, but supplement one. anotherB
The functional hypothems is in conflict with two views that are held by
some ethnologists, and it is probably these, held as they often are without pre-

_cise formulation, that are the cause of the antagonism fo that approach. One

is the ‘shreds and patches’ theory of culture, the designation being taken from
a phrase of Professor Lowie® when he speaks of ‘that planless hodge-podge,
that thing of shreds and patches called civilisation'. The concentration of atten-
tion on what is called the diffusion of culture-traits tends to produce a con-
ception of cuiture as a collection of disparate entities (the so-called traits)
brought together by pure historical accident and having only accidental rela-

tions o one ancther. The conception is rarely formulated and maintained with

any precision, but as a half-unconscious point of view it does seem to control
the thinking of many ethnologists. it is, of course, in direct conflict with the
hypothesis of the functional unity of social systems.

The secend view which is in direct conflict with the functional hypothesis
is the view that there are no discoverable significant sociological laws such
as the functionalist is seeking. [ know that some two or three ethnologists say

. that they hold this view, but | have found it impossible to know what they

mean, or on what sort of evidence (rational or empirical) they wouid base their

cause they themseives hold such generalisations and even make new ones pf
" their own. They must therefore hoid that in the field of social phenomena, in
gontradistinction to physical and biclogical phenomena, any attempt at the
systematic testing of existing generalisations or towards the discovery and
verification of new ones, is, for some unexplained reason, futile, or, as D‘r.
. Radin puts it, ‘crying for the moon’. Argument against such a contention is

unprofitable or indeed impossible.

NCTES

1. This paper, which is based on comments that | made on a paper read by Dr.
Lessar to the American Anthropological Association, is reprinted frgm the
American Anthropologist, Vol. XXXVIl, p. 3, 1935, where it accompanied Dr.
Lesser’s paper.

2. The insistence on this precise form of terminology is o.nly for the sake of The
analogy that is to be drawn. | have no objection to the use of the term function
in physiology to denote both the activity of an organ and the results of that
activity in maintaining life. )

3. Opposition, i.e., organised and regulated antagorism, is, of course, an essential
featurs of every social system. . o

2, For what Is here called dysnomia Durkheim used the term anomia (anor‘me in
French). This Is to my mind inappropriate. Health and disease, eunomia and
dysnomia, are essentially relative terms.

5. 1 would personally agree in the main with the criticisme of Roger Lacombe (La
Méthode Sociologique de Durkheim, 1926, ch. iv) on Durkheim's general

‘theory of social pathology, and with the criticisms of Durkheim's treatment
of suicide presented by Halbwachs, Laes Causes du Suicide.

8. See, for example, the Fourth Book of Plato’s Republic. o

7. To avoid misunderstanding it is perhaps necessary to observe that this dlstmctmn
of eunomic and dysnomic social conditions does not give us any evaluation of
these societies as ‘good’ or 'bad’. A savage iribe practising polygemy, oap—
nibaliem, and sorcery can possibly show a higher degres of functional unity
or consistency than the United States of 1935. This objective judgment, for
such it must be if it is to be scientific, is something very different from any
judgment as to which of the two social systems is the betier, the mare to be
desired or approved. .

8. | see no reason at all why the two kinds of study—the historical and the functional
—should nct be carrled on side by side in perfect harmony. In fact, for four-
teen years | have been teaching both the historical and geogrgphtcal study of
peoples under the name of ethnclogy in close assoclation with arphaeo!ogy,
and the functional study of social systems under the name gf social anthro-
pology. | do think that there are many disadvantages in mixing the two su!a~
jects together and confusing them. See ‘The Methods of Ethnology and Social
Anthropology’ (South African Journal of Science, 1923, pp. 124-147).
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9. Primitive Soclety, p. 411. A concise staternent of this point of view is the following
passage from Dr. Ruth Benedict's ‘The Concept of the Guardian Spirit in
North America’ (Memoirs, American Anthropological Association, 28, 1923),

p. 84: 't is, so far as we can see, an ultimate fact of human nature that man =

builds up his cuiture out of disparate elements, combining and recombining
them; and until we have abandoned the superstition that the result is an
organism functionally interrelated, we shall be unable to see our cultural life
chjectively, or to control its manifestations.’ | think that probably neither Pro-

fessor Lowie nor Dr. Benedict would, at the present time, mainiain this view of

the nature of culture.

ON SOCIAL
STRUCTURE

It has been suggested t0 me by some of my friends that '_!_
should use this occasion to cffer scme remarks about my own point of view
in social anthropology; and since in my teaching, beginning at Cambridge and
at the London School of Economics thirty years ago, | have consistently em-
phasised the importance of the study of social structure, the suggestion made
1o me was that | should say something on that subject.

[ hope you will pardon me ¥ | begin with a note of personal explanation.

[ have been described on more than one occasien as belanging to something

called the ‘Functional School of Social Anthropology' and even as being its
leader, or cne of its leaders. This Functional School does not really exist; it is
a myth invented by Professor Malinowski. He has explained how, to qguote his
own words, ‘the magnificent title of the Functionzl Schoaol of Anthropology has
been bestowed by myself, in a way on myself, and to a large extent out of my
own sense of irresponsibility’. Professor Malinowski's irresponsibility has had
unfortunate results, since it has spread over anthropology a dense fog of
discussion about ‘functionalism’. Professor Lowie has announced that the
leading, though not the only, exponent of functionalism in the nineteenth cen-
tury was Professor Franz Boas. | do not think that there is any sense, other
than the purely chronological one, in which | can be sald to be either the fol-
lower of Professor Boas or the predecesscr of Professor Malinowski, The

statement that | am a 'functicnalist’ would seem o me to convey no definite

meaning.
There is no place in natural science for ‘schools’ in this sense, and |

regard socla!l anthropclogy as a branch of natural science. Each scientist -

starts from the work of his predecessors, finds problems which he believes to
be significant, and by cbservation and reasoning endeavours to make some
coniribution to a growing body of theory. Co-operation amongst scientists
results from the fact that they are working on the same or related problems.

Beprintgd with permission of Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., from Structure and Function
rn.Primm've Soclety by A. R. Radclifie-Brown, First published by The Free Press in 1952,
British rights granted by Routledge & Kegan Paul Lid.
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Such co-operation does not result in the formation of schools, in the sense
in which there are schools of philosophy or of painting. There is no place
for orthodoxies and heterodoxies in science. Nothing is more pernicious in
science than attempts to establish adherence to doctrines. All that a teacher
can do is 1o assist the student in learning to understand and use the scientific

‘method. It is not his business to make disciples.

| conceive of social anthropology as the theoretical natural science of

human society, that Is, the investigation of soclal phenomena by methods

essentially similar to those used in the physical and hiologicai sciences. | am
quite willing to calt the subject ‘comparative sociology’, if anyone so wishes.
It is the subject itself, and not the name, that is important. As you know, there
are some ethnologists or anthropologists who hold that it is not possible, or at

: least not profitable, to apply o social phenomena the theoretical methods of

natural science. For these persons sccial anthrepclogy, as | have defined it, is
something that does not, and never will, exist. For them, of course, my fe-

" marks will have no meaning, or at least not the meaning | intend them to

have.

While | have defined social anthropology as the study of human society,
there are some who define it as the study of culture. It might perhaps be
thought that this difference of definition is of minor importance. Actually it
leads to two different kinds of study, between which it is hardly possible o ob-
tain agreement in the formulation of problems. .

For a preliminary definition of social phenomena it seems sufficiently clear
that what we have to deal with are relations of association between individual
organisms. In a hive of bees there are the relations of association of the

. gueen, the workers and the drones. There is the association of animals in a

herd, of a mother-cat and her kittens. These are social phenomena; | do not
suppose that anyone will call them cultural phenomena. In anthropology, of
course, we are only concerned with human beings, and in social anthropology,
as | define it, what we have to investigate are the. forms of association to be
found amongst human beings.

Let us consider what are the concrete, observable facts with which the
social anthropelogist is concerned. If we set out to study, for example, the
aboriginal inhabitants of a part of Australia, we find a certain number of
individual human beings in a certain natural environment. We can observe
the acts of behaviour of these individuals, including, of course, their acts
of speech, and the material products of past actions. We do not observe a
‘culture’, since that word denctes, not any concrete reality, but an abstraction,
and as it is commonly used a vague abstraction. But direct observation does
reveal to us that these human beings are connected by a complex network
of social relations. | use the term ‘social structure’ to denote this network of
actually existing relations. It is this that | regard it as my business to study if |
am working, not as an ethnologist or psychologist, but as a social anthrogolo-
gist. | do not mean that the study of social structure is the whole of social
anthropology, but | do regard it as being In a very important sense the most
fundamental part of the science.
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My view of natural science is that it is the systematic investigation of the
structure of the universe as it is revealed to us through our senses. There are
certain important separate branches of science, each of which deals with a

certain ¢lass or kind of structures, the aim being to discover the characteristics -
of all structures of that kind. Se atomic physics deals with the structure of:
atoms, chemistry with the structure of molecules, crystallography and colloidal’

chemistry with the structure of crystals and colloids, and anatomy and
physioiogy with the structures of organisms. There is, therefore, | suggest,
place for a branch of natural science which will have for its task the discovery
of the general characteristics of those social structures of which the com-
ponent units are human beings. -
Social phenomena constitute a distinct ¢lass of natural phenomena. They
are all, in one way or ancther, connected with the existence of social struc-
tures, either being implied in or resulting from them. Social structures are
just as real as are individual organisms. A complex organism is a collection
of living cells and interstitial fluids arranged in a certain structure: and a living
cell is similarly a structural arrangement of complex molecules. The physio-
logical and psychological phenomena that we observe in the lives of organ-
isms are not simply the result of the nature of the constituent molecules or

atoms of which the organism is built up, but are the result of the structure in -

which they are united. So also the soclal phenomena which we observe in any
human society are not the immediate result of the nature of individual human
beings, but are the result of the social structure by which they are united.

it should be noted that to say we are studying social structures is not
exactly the same thing as saying that we study social relations, which is how
some socioiogists define their subject. A particular social relation between
two persons (unless they be Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden) exists only

as part of a wide network of social relations, involving many other persons,

and it is this network which | regard as the object of our investigations.

Vam aware, of course, that the term ‘social structure’ is used in a number
of difierent senses, some of them very vague. This is unfortunately true of
meny other terms commonly used by anthrepolegists. The choice of terms
and their definitions is a matter of scientific convenience, but one of the
characteristics of a science as soon as it has passed the first formative period
is the existence of technical terms which are used in the same precise mean-
ing by all the students of that science. By this test, | regret to say, social
anthropalogy reveals itself as not yet & formed science. One has therefore to
select for oneself, for certain terms, definitions which seem to be the most

convenient for the purpose of scientific analysis.

There are some anthropologists who use the term social structure to refer
only to persistent social groups, such as nations, tribes and clans, which
retaln their continuity, their identity as individual groups, in spite of changes in

heir membership. Dr. Evans-Pritchard, in his recent admirable book on the

uer, prefers to use the term social structure in this sense. Certainly the

“existence of such persistent social groups is an exceedingly important aspect
of structure. But 1 find it more useful to include under the term social structure
a good deal mcre than this.
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In the first place, | regard as a part of the social structure all social rela-

__ tions of person to person. For example, the kinship structure of any society

consists of a number of such dyadic relations, as between a father and son,
or a mother's brother and his sister's son. in an Australian tribe the whole

-social structure is based on a network of such relations of person to person,
‘gstablished through genealogical connections.

Secondly, | include under social structure the differentiation of individuals

‘and of classes by their social role. The differential social positions of men
-gind women, of chiefs and commoners, of employers and employees, are just
-as much determinants of social relations as belonging to different clans or dif-
-ferent nations.’

in the 'study of social structure the concrete reality with which we are con-
cerned is the set of actually existing relations, at a given moment of time,
which link together certain human beings. It Is on this that we can make direct
observations. But it is not this that we attempt to describe in its particularity.

‘Science (as distinguished from history or bicgraphy) is not concerned with

the particular, the unique, but only with the general, with kinds, with events
which recur. The actual relations of Tom, Dick and Harry or the behaviour of
Jack and Jill may go down in our field note-books and may provide illustra-
tions for a general description. But what we need for _scientific purposes is
an account of the form of the structure For example, if in an Australian ribe

Tobserve in a number of instances the behaviour towards ong another of per-

sons who stand in the relation of mother's brother and sister's son, it is In
order that | may be able to record as precisely as possible the general or
normal form of this relationship, abstracted from the variations of particular
instances, though taking account of those variations.

This important distinction, between struciure as an actuafly existing con-
crete reality, to be directly observed, and structural form, as what the field-
worker describes, may be made clearer perhaps by a consideration of the
continuity ‘of social structure through time, a continuity which is not static
like that of a building, but a dynamic continuity, like that of the organic struc-
ture of a living body. Throughout the life of an organism its structure is being
constantly renewed; and similarly the social life constantly renews the soclal
structure. Thus the actual relations of persons and groups of persons change
from year to year, or even from day to day. New members come ino a com-
munity by birth or immigration; others go out of it by death or emigration.
There are marriages and diverces. Friends may become enemies, or enemies
may make peace and become friends. But while the actual structure changes
in this way, the general structural form may remain relatively constant over a
longer or shorter period of time. Thus if | visit a relatively stable community
and revisit it after an interval of ten years, | shall find that many of its mem-

" pers have died and others have been born; the members who still survive are

now ten years older and their relations to one another may have changed in
many ways. Yet | may find that the kinds of relations that | can cbserve are
very little different from those cbserved ten years before. The structurat form
has changed little.

But, on the other hand, the structural form may change, sometimes grad-
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ually, sometimes with relative suddenness, as In revolutions and military
conquesis. But even in the most revolutionary changes some continuity of
structure is maintained.

I must say a few words about the spatial aspect of social structure. It is
rarely that we find a community that is absolutely isolated, having no outside
contact. At the present moment of history, the network of sccial rela-
tions spreads over the whole world, without any absolute solution of con- -
tinuity anywhere. This gives rise to a difficulty which | do not think that
sociclogists have really faced, the difficulty of defining what is meant by the -
term ‘a society’. They do commonly talk of societies as if they were dis-
tinguishakle, discrete entities, &s, for example, when we are tcld that a society -
is an organism. is the British Empire a society or a collection of societies? Is &
Chinese village a society, or is it merely a fragment of the Republic of China?

If we say that our subject is the study and comparison of human societies, -
we ought 1o be able to say what are the unit entities with which we are con--
cemed.

If we take any convenient locality of a suitable size, we can study the struc- -
tural system as it appears in and from that region, ie., the network of rela
tions connecting the inhabitants amongst themselves and with the people of
other regions. We can thus observe, describe, and compare the systems of '
social structure of as many localities as we wish, To itlustrate what | mearn, | -
may refer to two recent studies from the University of Chicago, one of a
Japanese village, Suye Mura, by Dr. John Embree, and the other ¢f & French .
Canadian community, St. Denis, by Dr. Horace Miner.

Closely connected with this conception of social structure is the con- :
cepticn of 'social personality’ as the position occupied by a human being in-a -
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number of molecules organised in a complex structure, within which, as fong
as it persists, there occur physiological and psychological acticns and resc-
tions, processes and changes. Human beings as individuals are objects of
study for physiclogists and psychologists. The human being as & person is .
& complex of sccial relationships. He is a citizen of England, & husband -and
a father, a bricklayer, a member of a particular Methodist congregation, a
voter in a certain constituency, a member of his trade union, an adherent of :
the Labour Party, and so on. Note that each of these descriptions refers to a
social relationship, or to a place in a social structure. Note also thet a social
personality is something that changes during the course of the life of the per-
s0n. As a person, the human being is the object of study for the social anthro- |
pologist. We cannot study persons except in terms of social structure, nor can .
we study soclal structure except in terms of the persons who are the units of
which it is composed. :

If you tell'me that ar individual and a perscn are after all really the same
thing, | would remind you of the Christian creed. God is three persons, but
to say that He is three individuais is to be guilty of a heresy for which men:
;
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have been put to death. Yet the failure to distinguish individual and person is
rnot merely a heresy in religion; it is worse than that; it is & seurce of confusion
in science,

! have now sufficiently defined, | hope, the subject-matter of what [ regard
as an extremely important branch of social anthropoiogy. The method to be
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. adopted follows immediately from this definition. It must combine with the

Intensive study of single societies (i.e., of the structural systermns observable

in particular communities) the systematic comparison of many societies (or

structural systems of different types). The use of comparison is indispensable.
The study of a'single society may provide materials for comparative study, or
it may afford occasion for hypotheses, which then need to be tested by refer-
enoce to other societies; it cannot give demonstrated results.

Our first task, of course, is to learn as much as we can about the varieties,
or diversities, of structural systems. This requires field research. Many writers
of ethnographical descripticns do not atiempt to give us any systematic
account of the social structure. But a few social anthropolegists, here and in
America, do recognise the importance of such data and their work is provid-
ing us with a steadily growing body of material for our study. Morsover, their
researchas are no longer confined to what are called ‘primitive’ societies, but
extend to communities in such regicns as Sicily, lreland, Japan Canada and
the United States.

If we are to have a real comparative merphology of societies, however, we
must aim at building up some sort of classification of types of structural sys-
tems. That is & complex and difficuit task, to which | have myself devoted at-
tention for thirty years. It is the kind of task that needs the co-operation ¢f a
number of students and [ think | can number on my fingers those who are
actively interested in It at the present time. Nevarthsless, [ believe some
progress is being made. Such work, however, does not produce spectacutar
results and a book on the subject would certainly not be an anthropological
best-seller.

We should remember that chemistry and hiology did not become fully
formed sciences until considerable progress had been made with the system-
atic classification of the things they were dealing with, substances in the one
instance and plants and animals in the cther.

Besides this morphological study, consisting in the definition, comparison
and classification of diverse structural systems, there is a physiolcgical study.
The problem here is: How do structural systems persist? What are the
mechanisms which maintain a network of social relations in existence, and
how do they work? In using the terms maorphology and physiclogy, | may seem
to be returning to the analogy between society and organism which was so
popular with medieval phiiosophers, was taken over and often misused by
nineteenth-century sociologists, and is completely rejected by many modern
writers. But analogiss, properly used, are important alds to scientific thinking
and there is a reai and significant analogy between organic structure and
social structure.

In what | am thus calling social physiology we are concerned not only
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with social structure, but with every kind of social phenomencn. Morals, law,
etiquette, religion, government, and education are all parts of the complex
mechanism by which a social structure exists and persists. If we take up
the structural point of view, we study these things, not in abstraction or isola-
tion, but in their direct and indirect relations to social structure, i.e., with
reference to the way in which they depend upon, or affect, the social relations

between perscns and groups of persons, | cannot do more here than offer a -

few brief illustrations of what this means.

Let us first consider the study of language. A language is a connected set
of speech usages observed within a defined speech-community. The existence
of speech-communities and their sizes are features of social structure. There
is, therefore, a certain very general relation between social structure and
language. But if we consider the special characteristics of a particular
language—its phonolagy, its morphology and even to a great extent its

vocabulary—there is no direct connection of either one-sided or mutual -
determination between these and the special characteristics of the social *

structure of the community within which the language is spoken. We can easily
conceive that two societies might have very similar forms of social structure
and very different kinds of language, or vice versa. The coincidence of a
particular form of social structure and a particuiar language in a given com-
munity is always the result of historical accident. There may, of course, be
certain indirect, remote interactions between social structure and language,
byt these would seem to be of minor importance. Thus the general compara-
tive study of languages can be profitably carried out as a relatively inde-
pendent branch of science, in which the language is considered in abstraction
from the social structure of the community in which it is spoken.

But, on the other hand, there are certain features of linguistic history which
are specifically connected with social structure. As structural phenomena may
be instanced the process by which Latin, from being the language of the small
region of Latium, became the language of a considerable part of Europe, dis-
placing the other ltalic languages, Etruscan, and many Celtic languages; and
the subsequent reverse process by which Latin split up into a number of
diverse local forms of speech, which ultimately became the various Romance
languages of today.

Thus the spread of language, the unification of a number of separate com-
mumties into a single speech-community, and the reverse process of sub-
division into different speech-communities are phenomena of social structure.
8o alsc are those instances in ‘which, in societies having & class structure,
there are differences of speech usage in different classes,

I have considered tanguage first, because linguistics is, | think, the branch
of social anthropology which can be most profitably studied without reference
to social structure. There is a reason for this. The set of speech usages which
constitute a language does form a system, and systems of this kind can be
compared in order to discover their common general, or abstraci, characters,
the determination of which can give us laws, which will be specifically laws
of linguistics.
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Let us consider very briefly certain other branches of social anthropology
and their relation to the study of social structure. If we take the social life of a
local community over a period, let us say a year, we can gbserve a certain
sumn total of activities carried out by the persons who compose it. We can
also observe a certain apportionment of these activities, one person doing
certain things, another doing others, This apportionment of activities, equiva-
lent to what is somestimes called the social division of labour, js an important
feature of the social structure. Now activities are carried out because they
provide some sort of ‘gratification’, as | propose to call it, and the charac-
teristic feature of social life is that activities of certain persons provide gratifi-
cations for other persons. In a simple instance, when an Austrajian blackfellow
goes hunting, he provides meat, not only for himself, but for his wife and
chiidren and also for other relatives to whom it is his duty to give meat when
ke has it. Thus in any society there is not only an apportionment of activities,
but also an apportionment of the gratifications resulting therefrom, and some
sort of social machinery, refatively simple or, sometimes, highty complex, by

 which the system warks.

It is this machinery, or certain aspects of it, that constitutes the special
subject-matter studied by the economists. They concern themselves with
what kinds and quantities of goods are produced, how they are distributed
{i.e., their flow from person to person, or region to region), and the way in
which they are disposed of. Thus what are called economic institutions are
extensively studied in more or less complete abstraction from the rest of the
social system. This method does undoubtedly provide useful resuits, par-
ticularly in the study of complex modern societies. Its weaknesses become
apparent as soon as we attempt to apply it to the exchange of goods in what
are called primitive societies.

The econcmic machinery of a society appears in quite a new light if it
is studied in relation to the social structure. The exchange of goods and
services is dependent upon, is the result of, and at the same time is & means
of maintaining a certain structure, a netwark of refations between persons and
collections of persons. For the economists and politicians of Canada the pot-
latch of the Indians of the north-west of America was simply wasteful foolish-
ness and it was therefore forbidden. For the anthropologist it was the
machinery for maintaining a social structure of lineages, clans and moigties,
with which was combined an arrangement of rank defined by privileges.

Any full understanding of the economic institutions of human socisties re-
quires that they should be studied from two angles. From one of these the
economic system is viewed as the mechanism by which goods of various
kinds and in various gquantities are produced, transporied and transferred,
and utilised. Erom the other the economic system is a set of relations be-
tween persons and groups which maintains, and is maintained by, this
exchange or circulation of goods and services. From the latter point of view,
the study of the economic life of societies takes its place as part of the
general study of social structure.

Social relations are only observed, and can only be described, by refer-
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ence to the reciprocal behaviour of the persons related. The form of a social

structure has therefore to be described by the patterns of behaviour to which

individuals and groups conform in their dealings with one another. These

p.at’rerns are partially formulated in rules which, in our own society, wi
dl§t|ngugsh as rules of etiquette, or morals and of law. Rules, of course, onk
exist in thair recognition by the members of the society; either in their verba

recognition, when they are stated as rules, or In their observance in be:
haviour. These two modes of reccgriition, as every field-worker knows, are -

not the same thing and both have to be taken inic account.

If I say that in any society the rules of etiquette, morals and law are péh

of the mechanism by which & certain set of social relations is maintained in

existence, this statement will, | suppose, be grested as a truism. But it is one -
of those fruisms which many writers on human scciety verbaily accept and 3'

yet ignore in theoretical discussions, or in their descriptive analyses. The
point is not that rules exist in every society, but that what we need to know
Tor a scientific understanding is just how these things work in general and
In particular instances.

Let us consider, for example, the study of faw. If you examine the litera-
ture on jurisprudence you will find that legal institutions are studied for the
most part in more or less complete abstraction from the rest of the social
system of which they are a part. This is doubtless the most convenient method
for lawyers in their professional studies. But for any scientific investigation of
the nature of law it is insufficient. The data with which a scientist must deal
are events which occur and can be observed. In the field of law, the evenis
which the social scientist can observe and thus take as his data are the
proceedings that take place in courts of justice. These are the reality, and for
the social anthropologist they are the mechanism or process by which cer-
tain definable sociai relations between persons and groups are restored,
mafptalned or modified. Law is a part of the machinery by which a certain
sacial structure is maintained. The system of laws of a particular society can
pnly ke fully understood i it is studied in relaticn to the soocial structurs, and
inversely the understanding of the social structure requires, amongst other
things, a systematic study of the legal institutions.

l‘have talked about social relations, but | have not sc far offered you a
precise definition. A social relation exists between two or more individual

- organisms when there is some adjustment of thair respective interests, by

opnvergenoe of interest, or by limitation of conflicts that might arise from
divergence of interests. [ use the term ‘interest’ here in the widest possible
;ense, te refer to all behaviour that we regard as purposive. To speak of an
interest implies a subject and an object and a relation between them. When-
ever we say that & subject has a certain interest in an object we can state
the same thing by saying that the object has a certain value for the subject.
Interest and value are correlative terms, which refer to the two sides of an
asymmetrical relation. '

Thus the study of social structure leads immediately to the study of inter-
esls or values as the determinants of social relations. A social relation does

RADCLIFFE-BROWN / ON SCCIAL STRUCTURE 313

not result from similarity of interests, but rests either on the mutual interest of
persons in one another, or on one or more common interests, or on a combi-
nation of both of these. The simplest form of social solidarity Is where two

. persons are both interested in bringing about a certain result and co-operate

to that end. When two or more persens have a common inferest in an object,

. that abject can be said to have a sociaf value for the persons thus associated.

If, then, practically all the members of a society have an interest in the obser-
vance of the laws, we can say that the law has a social value, The study of
social values in this sense is therefore a part of the study of social structure.

It was from this point of view that in an early work | approached the study

~ of what can conveniently be called ritual values, i.e., the values expressed in

rites and myths. It is perhaps again a truism to say that religion-is the cement
which holds society together. But for a scientific. understanding we need to
know just how it does this, and that is a subject for lengthy investigations in
many different forms of scciety.

As a last example let me mention the study of magic and witcheraft, on
which there is an extensive anthropological literature. | would point to Dr.
Evans-Pritchard’s work on the Zande as an illuminating example of what can
be done when these things are systematically investigated in terms of the part
they play in the social relations of the members of & community.

From the point of view that | have attempted briefly to describe, social
institutions, in the sense of standardised modes of behaviour, constitute the
machinery by which a social structure, a network of social relations, maintains .
its existence and its continuity. | hesitate 1o use the term function’, which in
recent years has been so much used and misused in a multitude of meanings,
many of them very vague. Instead of being used, as scientific terms ought o
be, to assist in making distinctions, it is now used to confuse things that ought
to be distinguished. For it is often empioyed in place of the more ordinary
words ‘use’, ‘purpose’, and ‘meaning’. It seems to mé more convenient and
sensible, as well as more scholarly, to speak of the use or uses of an axe or
digging stick, the meaning of a word or symbol, the purpose of an act of
legislation, rather than to use the word function for these various things.
Function’ has been a very useful technical term in physiology and by analogy
with its use in that science it would be a very convenient means of expressing
an important concept in social science. As | have been accustomed 1o use
the word, following Durkheim and others, | would define the social function of
a socially standardised mode of activity, or mode of thought, as its relation to
the social structure to the existence and continuity of which it makes some
contribution. Analogously, in a living organism, the physiological function of -
the beating of the heart, or the secretion of gastric juices, is its relation to the
organic structure to the existence or continuity of which it makes its contribu-
tion. It is in this sense that | am interested in such things as the social function

of the punishment of crime, or the social function of the lotemic rites of
Australian tribes, or of the funeral rites of the Andaman Islanders. But this is
not what either Professor Malinowskl or Professor Lowie means by functional

anthropology.
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Besidgs these two divisions of the study of social structure, which | have
cal{ed social morphology and sccial physiology, there is a third, the investi
gation of the processes by which social structures change, of how new form

societies have necessarily been aimost entirely confined to one special kir
of prlocess of change, the modification of the social life under the inﬂu'ence"
domination of European invaders or conquercrs.
It has recently become the fashion amongst some anthropologists to frea
changes of this kind in terms of what is called ‘culture contact’, By that term
we can Iun.derstand the one-sided or two-sided effects of interaction betwee
tvyo societies, groups, classes or regions having different forms of social fifé
d:fferent‘institutions, usages and ideas. Thus in the eighteenth century ther
yvas an 5mportant exchange of ideas between France and Great Britain, and
in the nineteenth century there was a marked influence of German th(’)ugh"'.
?;1 tboth Frans:e gnd England. Such interactions are, of course, a constant’
ofaszgeia?fsfrc;cgirge, but they need not necessarily involve any marked change'_z_
The changes that are taking place in the non-literate pecples of Africa are

of a very different kind. Let us consider an African colony or possession of a-
Et'Jropea_n naticn. There is a region that was formerly inhabited by Africans’
with their own social structure. Europeans, by peaceful or forceful means .
establish control over the region, under what we call a ‘colonial’ regime, A
new social structure comes inio existence and then undergoes dsvelopme:nt .
Th'e'pOpufation now includes a certain number of Europeans—government
officials, missionarfes, traders and in some instances settlers. The social life
of the r'egfon is no longer simply a process depending on the relations and -
mtergctions cf the native peoples There grows up a new political and eco-
ngmsc structure in which the Europeans, even though few in numbers, exer-
C|'seldominatfng influence. Europeans and Africans constitute different cllasses
within the new structure, with different tanguages, different customs and
moc;les of life, and different sets of ideas and values. A convenient term for
societies of this kind would be ‘composite’ societies; the term ‘plural’ societies
h.as alsc been suggested. A complex example of & composite society is pro-
vided by the Union of South Africa with its single political and economic
§tructure and a population including English-speaking and Afrikaans-speak-
ing peopie’s of European descent, the so-called ‘coloured people’ of the Cape
F’rovmce, progeny of Dutch and Hottentois, the remaining Hottentots, the
Maiays' of Cape Town, descendants of persons from the Malay Archiperlago
Hfrrgjus anq Mchammedans from India and their descendants, and a numbe}
23 aavr:f;uojg.bes who constitute the majority of the population of the Unicn taken
The study of composite societies, the description and analysis of the proc-
egseg or change in them, is a complex and difficult .task. The attempt to
‘5|mpl|fy it by considering the process as being one in which two or more
ouitgres‘ interact, which is the method suggested by Malinowski in his Intro-
duction to Memorandum XV of the International Institute of African Language
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and Culture on ‘Methods of Study of Culture Contact in Africa’ {1938), is
simply a way of avoiding the reality. For what is happening in South Africa,
for example, is not the interaction of British culture, Afrikander {or Boer) cul-
ture, Hottentot culture, various Bantu cultures and Indian culture, but the
interaction of individuals and groups within an established social structure
which is itself in process of change. What is happening in a Transkeian tribe,

RADCLIFFE-BROWN [ ON SCCIAL STRUCTURE

for example, can only be described by recognising that the tribe has been

incorporated into a wide political and economic structural system.

For the scientific study of primitive societies in conditions in which they
are free from the domination by more advanced societies which result in
these composite societies, we have unfortunately an almost complete lack of
authentic historical data. We cannot study, but can only speculate about, the
processes of change that took place in the past of which we have no record.
Anthropologists speculate about former changes in the societies of the
Australian aborigines, or the inhabitants of Melanesia, but such speculations
are not history and can be of no use in science. For the study of social change
in societies other than the composite societies 1o which reference has been
made we have to rely on the work of historians dealing with authentic
records. '

You are aware that in certaln anthropological ¢ircles the term ‘avolutionary
anthropologist’ is almost a term of abuse. It is applied, however, without much
discrimination. Thus Lewis Morgan is called an evolutionist, although he
rejected the theory of organic evolution and in relation 1o society believed,
not in evolution, but in progress, which he conceived as the steady material
and moral improvements of mankind from crude stone implements and sexual
promiscuity to the steam engines and monogamous marriage of Rochester,
N.Y. But even such antievolutionists as Boas believe in progress.

it is convenient, | think, to use the term 'progress’ for the process by
which human beings atiain to greater control over the nhysical environment
through the increase of knowledge and improvement of technique by inven-
tions and discoveries. The way in which we are now able to destroy con-
siderable portions of cities from the air is cne of the latest strixing results of
progress. Progress is not the same thing as social evolution, but it is very
closely connected with it. ‘

Evolution, as [ understand the term, refers specifically to & process of
smergence of new forms of structure. Organic evolution has two important
features: (1) in the course of it a small number of kinds of organisms
have given rise to a very much larger number-of kinds; (2) mcre complex
forms of organic structure have come into existence by development out of
simpler forms. While | am unable to attach any definite meaning to such
phrases as the evolution of culture or the evolution of language, | think that
social evolution is a reality which the social anthropologist should recognise
and study. Like organic evolution, it can be defined by two features. There
has been a process by which, from a small number of forms of social struc-
ture, many different forms have arisen in the course of history; that is, there
has been a process of diversification. Secondly, throughout this process
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mere complex forms of social structures have developad out of, or replaced,
simpler forms. . '

Just how structural systems are to be clagsified with reference to their
greater cr iess complexity is a problem requiring investigation. But there is
evidence of g fairly close correlation between complaexily and another feature
of structural systems, namely, the extent of the field of social relations. In a
structural system with a narrow total social field, an average or typical person
is brought into direct and indirect social relations with only a small number of
other persons. In systems of this type we may find that the linguistic com-
munity—the body of persons who speak aone language—numbers from 250 to
500, while the political community is even smaller, and economic relations by
the exchange of goods and services extend only over a very narrow range.
Apart from the differentiation by sex and age, there is very little differentiation
of social role between persons or classes. We can contrest with this the sys-
tems of social structure that we observe today in England or the United Stales.
Thus the process of human history to which | think the term social evolution
may be appropriately applied might be defined as the process by which wide-
range systems of social structure have grown out of, or replaced, narrow-
range systems. Whether this view is acceptable or not, | suggest that the
concept of social evolution is one which reguires to be defined in terms of
social structure.

There is no time on this cceasion to discuss the relation of the study of
sccial structure to the study of culture. For an interesting attempt to bring the
two kinds of study together { would refer you to Mr. Gregory Bateson’s book
Naven. | have made no attempt to deal with social anthropology as a whole
and with all its various branches and divisions. | have endeavoured only to
give you a very general idea of the kind of study to which | have found it
scientifically profitable to devcte a considerable and steadily increasing pro-
portion of my time and energy. The only reward that | have sought | think |

-have in some measure found—something of the Kind of insight into the

nature of the world of which we are part that only the patient pursuit of the
method of natural science can afford.






