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Problems 'cencerning CIaSsiﬁcation
in Contemporary Anthropological Theory

Takuma Shirakawa

In recent years, there has been a growing interest in Clas-
sification among various scholars coanected with cultural and
social anthropology. It can be said that Classification is a key
concept as an explanatory principle and a methodological device
for understanding other cultures. On the other hand, however,
there is considerable discrepancy in the usage of that concept,
resulting in disagreement and controversy between different

-~ schools. ' Ethnoscience (in U. S. A) and Symbolic Classification (in .
Europe), discussed in this paper, are two main schools that
have had no contact with each another so far. Ethnoscience; -

~ including Ethnosemantlcs New Ethnography and Cognitive An-

" thropology, etc., has concentrated on’ practical, everyday clas-’

. sification, and developed a formal analysis which was rigid and.

" detailed. On the other hand, Symbolic Classification Has, as its

- name suggests, emphasis on symbolic. aspects of classification;
and produced many penetrating analyses that were based on
“thick' déscription” (after C. Geertz).. But, paradoxically. speak-:
ing, it can be pointed out that “those that have been sociolo-
gically sophisticated have often been technically and empirically

- weak, and those that have been technically and linguistically
-rigorous have frequently been sociologically naive”, "as R. Ellen
wrote. Certainly, each field has many - unique problems but .-
some problems should be dealt with in common. The purpose'

~of this" paper is to examine some existing problems.in 'each
~ field, in the hope of Worklng towards a general theory of
Classification. - o . :
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H &

I. FF: R 5E~
CI. HENSEEToME
(1) SHL7m
(2) 77’1:—%(1::}5@;5 emic & etic
(3) HEERYYV 70957 4 DBV T Y 74
. S#5ELECOME
(1) BEHNIERELGBENGH
(2) 77=V—EFrOEH
V. | -

TV Db THEIEXS, |
VY s =A bR —A [BEDEE]

I. F:RMe 508~

TAEAREE - HAAFERH T, BAOAERL, ZOXNSER M
FIEINEF I 00 7n < & S ERPIRITTILH 5 308 Ly 2
CAEBRLODH ZEMABHLEL TV 5. ThaiR LTHEOER
LR DB 550 E 5 RO EFCRIEE DRV, HAnbdd THA
% New Anthropology| &\ 5FEFRICRBID & 5 I, FOEHTH
KO NELIWRECHT 5 2BWEELRR LT3 L5 cBbhs.
z ¥, E. Leach »H L% &% rationalist (=#EHE) cRE LD
o, THRBMHFEECR LTL D, BacblrEesriike, FEHFHE
fIp\fTiebhlchbvnd 2 & X ofAREbhlne, & HREEELER
TOTHD. oo AL, HAENBREL VS b0, EEEZ -7
£10LEHECEPhAKORR, BELTVS LELERNSS.
L, C. Frake %3, W. Goodenough DX =HEH LoD, [ Ak
sk Y, Ax, T8 D LAREBELDRII->T W30 Tixig {7
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(Goodenough, 1956), A % DL FIET D FhbDOESOWEEHE B
DTHB ) LRNBEE, HalihxDFREROMLEL EE L 72 L
Th, FOREOEBUCEAECI 22 Ek. Hb, 1 BELOES
©, BicR%% (visible) T8 bEAL BEOEB~OBTTHS. B
2 R EADBEEIC 1 % FBAVBE R SRR~ O BT,
ML Nl S OBRBOBERTH Y, %3&%@@@%%@%@?&
ELTDERBOEEMAEFON D,
'L#L&#Bu@l5ﬁrﬁkﬁ%J®ﬁ%ﬁ,%%@Aﬁiiémﬁ
fo LS bHBE LTS ELBDBEVTHS. Bl EkBEADE
EH, BAKR FOLEE - MER, 4% Lévy-Brubl o [F
BIHADOEME] 2B T2 ¥ T R{HELLOAEFEDF —< D0 L DTH
ol ERFOMEOc, E. Gellner 3 rﬂigﬁ/u{&@gﬁj T ot T3
WEMEOTGECET S BILEHED) Y= YORTER) LHLiX
5L, BEBRBOERYEL ZORELOBERI LRI Ltz L S HET
466 Fhiew LT, ﬁ.ﬁk%ﬁ%@ﬁjﬂi LI Fo Lévi-Strauss 37
REIRENE L.,

FREAA (b LSihic e 5igh T s A x) ottRfizEE LTy
= CTETCND, EWIBLHIF LS DOTIRARV., I/OHEFERE
HET, BE - TRMAOHR LR xR L OMORFMEEL BRI
b DICEFERTME T LT, Sl b ERNRMAOKEH - BATNS
EZROFTHEELLOTHLLOMK. L TANKEEIRIE, ZDERIL
T LAELYBEROBERBRERZOEMK EA—FHLBEL 3D TH 5.
BIROMRIMERANRE LToOMEEZ L L HrdboThr &
DPBBEE L 5 TH LM IR, FRIC I - THH T, REANE
A%@ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁk#éﬁ%b%Aﬁkﬁxfu%&L5 & VBRI
BhémiotmfﬁéJ BRI O
LI RBVCTAEMEOMEEMEIKEL TOMEBEERL S, T 4
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DA L CBRIBFR T <, HIEFHBERC R TEL bhkkidh
e b3, L ElifERMEL SDTW20THS. KADODOHH
R, ExopEl AEOEF IS T LEAORE ) (Lévi-Strauss)
& LTABRERNHFe 2T b TOTHS.
&k,iﬁ®W@#%@ﬁﬁ&h55%%%®A@%£V%®ﬁ%ﬁb
T3, A¥, B. Malinowski iz X - TIRIE X 7= W&o BEL,
------ FEERO®E S (the native’s point of view), & 4iEE @E@Jﬁ@i’
HIRL, BOWRCOCCOEDBFHBRT S ) EEELZ D 9)
LI R BHHIL, AEFOC Lo NEEERE SBT3, ME
i3 TEEROBA] OBMo Lk, % LTKRo NESML - TIoH
BE T 44 Ak HOTHS. B Leach 4, Radcliffe-Brown o H#4
BERETLE2BLTo MEEE LTodEEE oBFyIHT 0%
DRI T b HAMAALEREEE LTTIRS, =8 .=
r—v g ViTAELE LTIELXEIR RS TRELEVOTHS. KETIXIH
ABFC RS BHCHE,  f78)E (behaviorism) ~offghic RE LT
5. BTBEROEWCHAER A~V F V.7 BEOFEE~DRM
Bix, XbE =y ) 7, HROMES BIE, HHEor— e
— BBl k1) B TEERR) OB E U T, 3 cognition R~ DBAT,
FRBRIROEENLOHSBEEYRLIEOTH 5 e, £Mo8
ERRERTENOHEING -V F VT 4 Tt <, U\Faﬁﬁ: BEb%
RELLToOMF ES5B8Hbb8D0 ] EWIZ ENERIHZRNEHEE
RBEDTH5B..
»:S;:hfvaV&ﬁ%ﬂ%%ﬁ%#%%ﬁﬁﬁ%«@%ﬁﬁﬂ%m
mABDIE, FIORBHENTHLSLERE, HERU O (category) %
BUTCTHA. TOBRCHER %ﬁk%ﬁ%:%#&@%%#%%fw«
EENBBC LIRSS T Al LY, BRLIESDERCE
Wi (chaos) TH v, THiIcHBET 5 AFEAERLL LDHTW5 031k
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(cosmos) TH%, &\ HEAMMSIAES W HRY, BREIELEZHEN
TAH5AMD Féj\éﬁ classification| ¥\ 5 A0 EEW:, F = FhL Ak
CT5ERmEHEBNOERIETALTHRINDGTHS . £ORCE
T, E. Leach 13, Lévi-Strauss o#@z M BHRXED X 3IIBLD
PICEETHC LRI D, FBANRWLEOHR LB LicHRY
BADBIET L L ZBRT I LIt &b, BaBEOBRICONT
RAR R ERLRET S ENTEBE 58] LBERHLT B2, &
LADHMRLBCBTCELMETHS. - S

BT, DEOBHETREA3EL CEESHR L TE LpBE2HPLNT —
< LT pEREY, ~FELCRA—TEECRUTS . EAEIrE, B
OB T ENEEY E\ e 52 20b MR AR E S 21
B 2, 3DHERBEERTE D, ThbEXFIL, ZOHEARARD
MEERBRT D EADETH L. KEEETFIOMRHEDHRID L=
NOERYEREL, RNIKZLh5 L3207 Fr~FRSELTH

(12>

Be oo
A T : |
— C e v v oK Ve 7
‘ ’L;é R S S S IF » ;(m= B OF %ﬁﬁ?-?’?’x:'ﬁ‘v_?‘f;aj? Bﬂ
. o S DR T LRI I - | P4
% I X L |< 5y gy A
o 9| 9 | #
5 | # 7 | 9 ) YL =S A
(&) It I |9 | IR }ﬁ B : lx 4’:12 ;

M1 Wb SE—MBEO 3B (K, 1980)
CELHBftoESOEVOR, M, BIbRkEAYFLCEELTE oA
) HA = VAD VST H D, Bk - B B RS ete. LW oA
HEBEORA RSFCRT 2 H2HBOSHEB UL TLOPBREYRR TS
LOTHB, COXATOLORIE, TREHKH ethnosemantics), 157
R#k3E new ethnography ), [F8%1AH3 cognitive anthropology | /g &
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BARANEZHER R T8 OZE

A RBHRBT IR T 54, HERHCIIZEHRBLTED, Lz 7
V385 AL M EONFHRE T, BEEEORE Ik
 (semantic domain) DERFEERVCNELERTILOTHS. KK,
HMBD T&#SE simbolic classification] oW, KEix k&<
2T TEELTCHAE. T Vv, R NeedhamizfFEII3 X
S, BREEENDIIIPETELV XS ASUE—ROBRFOME, b LL
2B 5Xbie BT 5 TRINCHE 2BRTI5GHTHS. IOV
DEARIE— D L 3D A XD EFREORRY Z0 HEE T
o)L, Mo v~1Tik, PEEEAGID, 78S h T 5% HEK
ESRTORGESE, BBXbE B, BEFEBHOME) ©Eanab
I b. Lévi-Strauss, M. Douglas, V. Turner 5D K s+ v b+ - o VF
NOBRBFOEE LTEFLR TS, 20 k5 hERIL, Brox)
F A= VAL RSB OBGRIE BV TR LEETHS. R Ellen 117i%
y ﬁ%iﬁg“% formalists |, #%% H&53 sociologists| EFRL, £
XtRMEIZ DT, BB REENCEE ThHE, LI LIRS
1A —7Thb, HEFHCHEEIA TCEERORBRNCE Rz b2 &
BRTVB B, BB R CTHEDMEFROML 57 4 Ly <hRLTL
B KRR, ARPE—MESLBLAL LT, COREEATBIS
ﬁ&@ﬁﬁfoﬁomoéﬁ%ﬁﬁb%ﬁ%m&é LETB. '

o ﬁ”ﬁﬂﬁk%aﬁ%ﬁ
(1) EEeRm

D. Hunter & P. Whitten 1z X #ui¥, 240 (cognition) &%, <7
HETHBE NS EBTRTAET 5 HRETH Y, —BEYFERT
L, %DE':‘:U%H"%&%'EBT% lh\%&()"fx'—f/ﬁ %k—puaihéj &L
s

5. EwmlRAMORRERET 5 @k, —uz ISapir-Whorf DR
1, HAWITEEOHELMER X S ik LT I’Humbolt-Boas-Cassirer-

1)}
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# oo mT

Sapir-Whorf-Lee o {gii] & LTabLR T 5. FORNEIL, SiEMHER M
B & iEhs X ok, MHCE X, BEOETHEHEOEOE 2,
WHOEE (R4 OHMOB G EELELDTLSD, kmﬁﬁﬁaﬁ%ﬂ
DREDFRY EEROMECRDDE 2 5T H 5. MERE A2 (S
Tyler) RO T= R 7 44 = v 2| (W. Sturtevant) DEJLN 2D EITh B
CLEBIETHS. S Tyler i, BAMABZEORIINI AxDLEy2 —F
whh, %hoi ERE#H»hChBa~F] 2RBRETAHEEFE LT
e b 2:34_1?/\“, W. Sturtevant $ =2/ v = v R % Fzﬁ%j{ﬂ:k:}sﬁ
% BB IR B R ORI DRy OB L ALE DV, BFE HF R 2 B
O BRI B TS AR B 5 (60 S50 BRRNA ik R
RAGEREFABLTICAEI L H 5. 0 &ET [Sapir-Whorf DK
il BBREORACE VW TRIREKIEIh Tt WRFHCAZ V. FE
ﬁ?ﬁ,mm%kkﬁ6%®%®ﬁﬁ%@&f D it D R % B\ AR
EFWRIRC T ERREL T B EB, BRI IEE
MEBEORBEYRET S L5 &ThHD, FABREE TSR
MmEBEORBLEEYRIITT) LWVWH5TETHD. FORILAZIEE
DHEOEFEF EORMIL, BEMIh LAEAMCHGERELD < - TH
T LT %7%. H. Hoijer i3z 0 F —=wBILT I EEORILRA] A
CRERAEROCEERFIR T 0Tz, oL & ImE
Bk% b5 BBNES + v 3 A HASTHEER ) LHEBLTL S

B, BOERIIRERSFARLRS 0D, BGERY TS MOR
Whicvews0n, ERFLOBEDOLSTHS.

ZD AL HE T I AL R T EROBHRER=2MER LV
5 2 B BRI e 2 AT &7y, R. Burling 130 M B LT b
BENTHD. =R/ VA1 =V ADOFERHH LR U ET, B5
EREAROERIMEV I VL TIHRETRETH Y, BFEOMEL D
Y5 hIEERN R EAE S O RnBRELELEE LTS, 2075
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BRAEFEER BT S T4 oZNE

3. C. Frake inf{FIh 3 k5K, *OBAREERETEHBREEN, &b
L% [Sapir-Whorf D311 03 EFICH > BIE% & 5. L OBEORHIL
L1t B Dl ‘codability’ ((R. Brown & E. Lenneberg) @&%"C‘%C%. »
5D FBER DA RRE O RAER L FH B S1eT 5 L3S %
s, MRS HERGEYET 2 RENEH,  EBT LBOEN
mmﬁﬁ%%oﬁﬁﬁﬁéjuk%%kﬁﬁ%ﬁ# %m%@ﬁwmm%
Bl b E W50 THE.

PR X B, BEEE RAOBIHIC BRI EE S R TV L
TREEHNOXFEL > TWBONBRTH S, KAI=R) 1=V 5F 4 A
PO IEFOHEFRICEETCEH Db OD, L IBHBHFEREFETA
2 BEAEAOHROHEESE CHCHETEaBRRATENE, ThidfEd
Mo R EHME LT B0 R BRT B ke 53 TR, LW
%3kﬁéfH%%L&1M% F LT EoHRER LT AR
HHAHEAE LT B & kk%%iLﬁﬁhkakL@T%?

(2) 77R—F[CHTS emic & etic |
AR LA XS =R ) L = VADOHREEEDD Eorit, TERE
W X % SCLEME, BIBbo Pl S 0By BT H RN RHS
n5. TEHRSCE subjective culturey (H.C. Triandis) TE24nf~rk
cognitive culture] (R. Brown) & \WWH5ENBIHERINE X5, &
D EFSRIC XS OEEEZZA TL . ThdsnoT B Mali-
nowki REEL L TEEROESA) OBBER > DO TEH 5 Th, 17
BRR TS REORMEE (58 »OEMLLS LT3 8THAY
BT 5. S Tyler i I+ {b & 1T EHERE S (mater1al phenomena)
%@%@ﬁmh<,%@%ﬁ%@%ﬁmm%mﬁﬁéJ&ﬁdfwém,
AEERBRE A ER L 5T HRAT 4TV TY T 4 OBREHRLIEL X
5EWVSODMN, =AY AL =V ALFEORBTHL L2 B, FLTE
DEBOFEEICIT, X3 E{ 2 HAORAEREBELTE Y, LOERA
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FER LIV, RHE H R BRI B U 5 EX T A
TW5., BR—HZ0E: HriELEDD LB AR ERIE D,

HB L WS R Mae 5% B 7 5. B, emicetic BifEE b
nHHOI, BERLFELE, £O0F 4 VVYERLTVS. |

emic T etic &\ 5 EEE, S %1t 5 phonemics (FHEH) &
* phonetics (FFE%) b oEHATH Y, FE2# K. L. Pike 121 -
TR AMTECT 27 P —F R FDHEMARIEAINELDTH
5. MEICELE, HBRMOEEERLIRT HHAD, Ficnd
BEROMHERML 2 FHE OB (F5% phoneme) D#Fl& 5 il &,
TTHHEHIERER VSV RIS ERFEH R E S fliEY,
bE R B L 14, D. French 285 5 X 54z, B 5 (LSSt
LT, ZhE [ ThBESFOBE»BEB LY 5 & 3% emic & TfhoET
bR ERY IR 2y PO X AT, SAEBRENLIEZ X5 &% etic
DLDODT.F r —~ %fJ‘Sﬂ‘ﬁ‘E?‘;@’C%)% il @xfﬂﬁﬁ‘fg ] Berry & P.
Dasen (%€ > TE# LicD s, nB@%'C%Zo

Emic 77 v —o  Etic 7S e —5

O P Pt

O koo R R TR TS gé@im%ﬁ%b%m&%wﬁg

 %ﬁ%EIof%E§ﬁ6%E>%ﬁ%Kiof%$§&6%%_

FEEL T NTETRYAR M 0 U CAHEREY | R S U B & &
ThHh IS (% o L

= A HL = VADEML emic 7SR —F DB T EIXBEETHS.
SALD P B DBEEOER &3, emic 77 r —FOBIFFAI SN,
DA THL, MziE J. P. Murdock & i X 5 HRAF (Human
Relations :Area File) D#\Z&*, &%\ % Radcliffe-Brown o Hhilc#t:
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BRAEFHERC RS 5 58] o#E

HHCH LI B RBERCRT 2 RAREBEA T 5. HBICH 2/
ﬁ%KmEQE%TO%ﬁﬁ(mdmhmﬂ%M%k@?ﬁ%ﬁFﬁ&i
LEISH R, HRAS X 9 L Bk ELORS® BREEL T 5. (J. Whiting)
Eit, Temic wZEAMIFbhic etic) b - THDT HEE WS VA
FHETELDTHS. |

REH—FT, RO L L TRADOERE TR LTHMiKAS emic 7x
SRMTEETH S 5D £DEMDRIE, emic HERYEMT LT
Th, FOBBIITDIEDTSHID etic THMARBIARE STV
ExriEis 5. Do French i #himonT T8 LR T 5
BY¥OT7 7 e —F% etic ThRFIITHD 7o . [ik7e b 38 Ly -Hiks
#6,ﬁ%éh%ﬁ%@ﬁ%«&@ﬁLtthk5Ebﬁ%f%%J&
MRTWBN, T2 TH4I1E Temic o E LTo eticy) &\ 5 K
BHEHT Az &icin. J. Berry ix 2 hd THEEX % (imposed) etic)
&I A, THIRT RO MR R MBS T 545, R+ 5 g offi
[ERAZBT 2 &\ 5 BHRT, BN X 2 Bk i it
HEWSHSERTH ZDEOEBIEETH S. o

BAEEORR T, HERBFIEE LTk (1) etic (2) emic (3) etic A
KT OPRED—HT5 L ATHB. K5, b - 9 - KBV ok
BANEAERNBE TR, —HE 5 RBRECRECHS. A -
T E 2, W X% —#bicBiDE & o HEBSULOEFE T Temic 1T
M BRI etic) %, emic i EibE BT =2/ %4 = ¥ % i femic
DATIR E 705 etic] ® ¢ o T4 BEY AL T 2008 TH 5.
RICH 213 BRI T 0 i 2 X TR,

(3) BERUTVT 4 ENEBHYT7YT 4

=R VA = v ADEANWTE SR BWRBIOH (semantic ana-
lysis) &MuEh A, ThiLD BN (FREER) FETS 18K %
BEHROKRTIEFIT 5 2 Lk XoT, 20 B/ —7 | OFEWREM
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H % BBE

(semantic Space} HHEHT IO THD. T2 Tirx 7V i~ (taxono-
- my) &-37 X4 4 (paradigm) &5 20@357‘:%&%: L OB, TOR
BREEEL TR, ‘ | | |

TDE, 3 TAH] & TR OBk, RO TEH] L Thhidr
T35 x5 EoBRIcHrT Bz TwW ot Ts. 227V s &
x TE%H) oMAREFR%Y EE inclusion| & Txfir contrast| &5 3
SOBICHFIT S eI L > THRRShDbDTHD. %Ll 4H 7
= E DAL B THWCERO B 5 —# o BEFETRIFER bk
. 21T U Nida 385 & 51, TEEOBIOBEN, » 2@y
LB BEICRTT BB L > TR D> TV 5 &) RBHETSHS.
b o &b REHEHRED, HEORONILT 2EBHERRTEIDIT
v, FIEE LT TARBO—&E2 ? 1 &\ 3 BREEROBEENIEY
FHILIBEMZRB LT, H5EHIrr—TDs 7y I~—%ild LHER L
T DTH5H. BEIPCELRI K 7Y /7 3 —iL, LHEIOROB R
h%H%FﬁﬁJ&D~V~w@ﬁ@%%L%HéFﬂij@%&ﬁﬁm
HEIhRFRER LI DTH S,
%ﬁﬁw~7%%&?5%%5%@%%%%%#m&ot&%ﬁ,%%
EX R BRI R ShhiE by, £ THC bR B0 TR
# componential analysis| *i¥h 5 HHHE<CH5. U Nida wkh
iE, FOEKXPFEIEL M. F—2& 7 5 TBAIINER] OHBEL IR
FTBD. el BEEIRERIET 5 HEWEVIBRELSTEBLETMH
D ERET D e 3. B Lo HET 5 RENEELT RV
Higm veeees 4. TRENEBC X > CEEETERT H. 5. REHVRE &
DEINLEEDOLEOR DRI OV T &8 BBl E T 5. e
&ﬁﬁéhfbé.::Tbﬁﬁ%%%&&mmmWekmM%)UL
B ko THRREIABNEE ST TXOFEOHBAERTEICL, o
DB ERT 5 %5 B ThHB. BlE IFERO LT RAKED
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BNRABEFHERC KT 5 458 OHE

((ER) LRI s » ’C&iﬂ‘#ﬂ’]ﬁﬁfzfééb $EE o brother &4 5
a CIIERENRFE TR S.) BF, HoohEELRNCE, 1. 54
oL —FRBIRL, 2. £HEThIERT BRNEN L OBRT, %0
RERESE BV U, 3. FEMNEMEE T OED b OR4 (components)
2B ER I T, By EBCEYBREYIT 5 HFETHr L2
5. DMOBREONIHELEL, BRI/~ TEHEBHT 5 AFEOERER
1% IERy (multiple) ©, L2 & #HERIZET 2 (intersect) &\ 5 4
ZhB, —Ic3F5 XM A (paradigm) LT 5.

S THRS HANLIFECERER DR E T D 5 2%, £ 2l r7svib
FClricw. 8Blie, 2277 3~ 2OWThELBRZ ETHAHMNENRL
ek S REHERBATHLHBRONICEIHR /N~ T LB TERVCET
H5. BIE HY, B etc. Lo FEOZHEBRCEE S, L
b EHBEOBEROERLC FTH-TkbT, TORTHBLOLMENT:
ki, BEOBRE TR THS. FE21L, RIVBOKS K X - CFE
YEFIT 27, FEOLORAR (connotative) BRNEHR IN D ETH
% . [FI3%5E (synonym), FIFRFEE (homonym) % U < i3 fEk (metaphor)
&wotiéﬁ%k H LicBae LI LI Zo FEmWRRA L ERET 5
_&0\_73:6 F3, iR LA TRERZI D etic) (J. Berry) o v <
BbaEE LT, A Wallace D5 275 A2ADEE the logic of clas-
S%J&F%%Q AT the logic of relations) o¥gRgic i H Lt ie
Bkb.%xmy%%K%HEFMMT&b5&@%kbzﬁf&5&
By 25 £ AU, R2md3hs ko, T8, MERI £
LTI ) ko, BEC 2 i LR EOH#R) &4 5 320 By EilRs:,
%35 (intersect) 1792 E LTRINS. D VS5 F1 20
HEELRZED L5 17257 A0HBE | HARAVEIND. L2 AH, Hah
HHECD X5 BEY LTV ERFATHS. BHENEZC KT
TR FTHBD ) EWIERI VD, TRARE > THARFETH
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Lineal

Higher generation

K 2 739 x0E (Wallace, 1970)

Siblings (across)

Lineal (up) Lineal (down)

X 3 BIFORE (Wallace, 1970)

D, 1 F23Hesblcrin NEERDOTHS. +08EE, MNI3KRIh
HXo5i, FAlego) 2 FHAH DB ®#E 2 (Lineal: up), RKeHORBE%
# % (Siblings: across), LT+ D F#%#¥ % T (Lineal: down), 1
2KIEWEDLS DTHS. COBEASDIIE, W25 44 A THEE
NBBEAHNT, TF child, # parent, =+ g v £ sibling] &\» 53
DORET, BEAELRETESDTHS. A Wallace iz vz TBALR
O] LY, XY EEMEZBCHE - EEREHLTVS. .
BETBE, BYRFRA AR FOE ERAMERE RETO TR A
R EAEETE LTREEEXRAIL, 229 7Y 5 4 2RD BB
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Hohs. A Wallace & I Atkins 1, B&%&~ TN 7 7 4
structural reality |, OERHY 7Y 5 4 ps?éhological reality | & FEOX
FDOBERICOWTERD L 5 V:ﬁ&jbxé. F{@A@L@B@U TVT 4 T,
B F D EED B LA > T b &5 el RTh D, HBHEDL
HROWRTHS. HBUMLo LBEECY T AT BBEE, KICEO
AR T 5 A O ERO TR, BEECH - CEUMCHEE SRS
X5 RO THS. —I HBENY TV T Lk, FEORELHE
ANCBEHEENRD, BEERICE-TY TATHS X5 BEROMRRDOT
z&?J%@ﬁma&éa,mﬁﬂiﬁ4Am%%%Kniw7»f@of
bMTLLODEMCY) 7AER R Exh0Ths. HEROERKE
LCRBRGE 25, Tt T 5 LD LB Y 7 A Teial &k —Hf
ThH Y, DL uBETH bR b NE 5 R T L & 2SRRI
DTH5. ~ |

M. SEE5E L % ORI

(1) BEMSELRBHE |

DECHRUCERHAND DHEIND L5, =R/ $ 4=V AR
HXRBRERRLE L TR formal analysis) i3, F0JHE
CHETHS O LT HRE, BED L OSMPAE I ZEOHE,ISH X
NBEENWSETLOOFEERFHTWBEELSTLLRE LR v, R
Ellen 238 5 X 5, ECHEIEE~DOBL, WS RINEHREFAL
HEEYHBEINICOEC AT ARBHELTLE SBEREFATHEDOT
55 PEERNELTHETRALTS, =A/ 4= VARESHEES
EOHEEND ThEiEz s L, EEYHOLETSE TREWNSE) F
gr, AEOHEREE HENTAECHRERF2 2=~ 2 Y,
HLMERPEM L Vo BEERELUNOHBED 29, 2 &SRR
RWTIBZ X5 &5 8 CERENTHS. 124, T CToOBLIE, B

(192)



H % BVBE

o (actual) AL DI v L, LLAFD THEBNMAEY wElR
r%t&w5@ﬁ%ﬁﬁ?%:amf%hm.:cfmifr%&%%ﬁ
smmmmch%MwmmJ%:raﬁ%ﬁﬁiwmmhydmﬁmmmmla@
BIfRIC BT %, ZTOMERYEAZ i Lz,

%8 (symbol) &1z, C. Geertz 1w Xhig, 5 % BeEAR JbZzo
SEOTR) Ok, A, HKE HEL LORBE) ©b
6&%%§h1b5.050,Ede%mmm0y§5Fﬁﬁsgm%:
BHRINhDb 0, BERE] ¥FbHT &2 A0 MEE:C significant : FkT
50, BBERBE) kM4srbs, BEELLThERSRV0IX, &
TWIREER LEBAADEEFRE LTRE EH) L +ofEmigso
BIfRIC 315 TRB M arbitrariness], BIHW3E O i b AEHAYREAFR
B E 3 ETH D, E Leach 12z o Sulinkic L, SME X b S
iz TREMHEE (arbitrary association) i X - T, H % Ayt —S%{E
BT B LEBST TS, ©ommbaRE SR, P
7uyiREERELL, BATHNERLTLE S XI5k, AENCEEOD
DR DI NAIBBID S DR FLTRNTH B LB ENTES.

LTRGBS E LRI 3 SERRR, 27T dualism %45
P UTH A TSRS < DY BV THE ST\ . KREDL 57
S FRRC B AR DB RN EGREE LV 5o L b i
HTHD. = TRALE O 2EONEHROMEMMCER Lk T
Tebisls. COACETAE 1 0B, SEHHMELSL T THHEE
DESTIRC IV TORALRS S DTH D, +0 S CERANAED I
AN EETHEETHLOTHS. FlziE, M. Bloch 1299 BRI
H BN B RBI T IEFER) (non-durational) RefEl&DERE ERA L,
FRRBALDOVIRC B TORBLIBERTH b, BEPLHBHRRORE
EL ot EFEO KO T EDHBERNRE T, T LATA EAEBEOEE
By GRS B A A A BTV 5 LI LTV 5. 7 LTS
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FOIE % B3 % BFgeE A, 2 o C O FRAME R O U LRI 5 8 R
LB¥54D, BECHTSEENEEMOREY LB LTSk
T5. R IREED X5 RRET TThic X - TR AR ems &
:5@%%%,%hmiofﬁﬁ%%¢&:5@%%&E@Lfgﬁj:
e BDTHSD. HBOE > EBENKE CORMP LRI FEHITHENE S
AR, B E A HEAEEO TN COETEBNTH B L
TERTER. EABILORBETASh 3 SHNE GRS THALREE
I b OnE S m RS LTRAMETHS. 52 0 28105
BMARCEBENERLRD L5 L 540, M Bloch i34 % M.
Bourdillon o Fiic % TEhs. iz 1) FEFROREEE SRS
AR BT AVbhTw5, (2) ERRRK BT %48 EEE
MeH, BaOZUMEIEHTSREEL IV 200, Q) BrllieAabhbIE
RREESOGRE, BREZETOTRLS, TLAHEAREHLT (re-
Wﬂ)G%ﬁﬁé,&vﬁﬁ%¢@mﬁ%&%ﬁbfv%{Nimmhm,
WNT B2 7 AERHEAEANOHHZELS L LTh, T THRAER
B BEGHRBERLE T O, H5VREREELTONENH 20D
RFCERT 2 ks, ChEBCHEEOLHCOZFEL B
BT\, HENELYEDB L, £/ 75770V TClL, fix
EEENSEL BN —F A58 E DBRIC BT, FORIc DA
h %R % EkEs (R. Bulmer) & 27¢2% b %o e\ H G (P. Worsley)
@Eﬁ@UD%JL%Z I HLRERN B BT HE, J. Peacock o E 5 4
MR E the classificatory world view | & TEERHAE the instru-
mental world view] OXIZHAHEZEARIC $BIb > T BDTH %9)
RARIAE»L OB EE L R. Needham 3, EHAMLSED
SENSED Ze RHEShBBGRTH S LIB2 T 5. i, EAKS
B AMPHSEFY B L CHRERTR LS OTHE L, Tltoy
FofigEE i ke LELERBIAE FET 5 L b HicEETH
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BV SDTHSD. LFBE, AESEDHSMELSEGTH BN
5EERINEH I h 5. ZoORMEO AR EEY: social importance %75
Bl b EHHBH BB L\ 5 — B s LT BENTH
5.me9v£uxAmvvﬁ§4xéhé%@®E£ﬁ%%&éﬁ,
------ Rl E\s o THAWEEM L b o2 TOREAMRES > 8 54 X3
BT | FOANDER R IE, SEMEIEANEEEORES
m&%kbbﬁﬁ%%Q%ﬁKObf&ﬁﬁm,VV%UXAéﬁm%b
Thdrie b REWAEAEE LT 0, HLRES O X CRMIHE
BEBATERVWOTH S, R, BrhERT [9EREEHENT
BICL > TREN TH B2, v vRY X ARHEC L - TARN TR
Col SV ETHD, F 0 ATHEOSERNECEE DB R
LZOREBHTHETH S EEHLI s BRG-ONERTEAS.
(3) 7/=U— (Anomaly) &EZDEH
SHBHFOTRE, —~HTHEBREOLODHMI VL, HENE
RET HRZASROHSEE VO TALCHET 3EKROEEIZETEHL D
ﬁ%%éﬁf%t.?/vu—,jig:ﬂx(wmmmmm%%LTU$
9 7 4 (liminality) &\ sc—EHoBE&IL, FOREO—EBTHDEHE
B, BB LR O TI—BO I b 5 B2 R HET 5 B AT L E
Bl SIS E LTRI - TERDTHS. EHRRLTE R L ORI
ammﬁﬁﬂ%¢@%$£5#&v5%%&::@&biﬁf&tm.
FRoBEEAIF 2 TOBHE LES D, HHIXBOMRALARE LT
\w3. Fhix, M. Douglas DRDEECED & RIh TV 5.
MEfF 2T (pattern) 2 HEET 5 2 S MR TH S0, —EHTILHE
ROFMEIRET 5. —HHRFIHOLER L5, RELERT 51
DILIED D EHLPEER N L—EOBRM S h, b5 5 THREIE
NH—EDHHZELENEVORENLTHD. 8o TERRF L ITERE
FEIRL, FOoRiVa s BRI REI R TWiswith &L, EFRF
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D b DR A O WL TR DTS B . |

CIRBFAREERERE OB Fi, ANy v, V.
Turner D\ 5 & /2 2 = 2 ROBBHABGRCBTTS. M= ¢
2 =& AL, BERM%E (liminality) w8\ CHLEEOHITELXE - TEID
A, fAM: (marginality) i© &\ CTEBO BT A D, St (in-
feriority) iz s\ CREBDO T b LA - T 5. £, BEALHSD
T, Bheabo, KoL “WERBL07 LEATHWE. $ELL, £
ROBELINGIE S h BB RY SRT 5 MBI E L, H5\ 2%
hIREINLTHY, TThZRREEDOTIORBRB I 5D THA
o

B/ BER, g,/ 23 .= A0 g%, E. Leach 2%
LHEROZERMOBEROBME L % Fs, B/ RE KBUNRE
MR, BARETCEIRS, NBRREICEIRE, OB, B/ BEVG O
BV & B S Te s > T 5 HOARICTE S h 3 BRI #5173 —H&
DEME, E Leach i X, SHEMEHC X5 —RI9EINER I EE
ELTWS., K4k, AP2»2EE0HREL, ~P%RPD [
Bl E$2&, thH200M0EETIRONE 7 —E3 00T TH
D, TUR L >THAIZPE~PHESTLDTH S &V 5 ZHIR—IIEH

&7 — L ENDHEENT
[PTah b LEIZ~P]

X 4 BEEXEx7—0BKR E Y-, 1976)

(196)



HOF BBER

E%%k?:&ﬁﬁ%%&b5@@é%§:@%@&%ﬁﬁ%&ﬁ%#h
EHI4F (anomaly) & 2 7 — L OBBRAEBEHR IR A, 27— 41, BiED
BRTLRIALE W 5 TIPS iR A I h S, A, B2DDF
EORBRYHDE LT, B TATRWL D) LEHESHh, To#b ¥k
HThHK, ZZRZOMILEHNTEHEIOHERCHEDLRT, A, B
WH OB HTHIE, & OBECIEE 7BV 5 EITg B, | %
LTCHA7~ThHo e\ 5 ki3, B I, fifs =5 7, &
BEE L, FTMTHES L TRCHRR D1 ThBC EXERT S
DTH5. | ‘ ' |

CDE5T =Y —EEDERNLBEC OV CORBITED THER
BORELYE LTW50, ZOEIFFERCHESER v S Co—ks
BLTODZ ERERLRWE WS RIRER L hiEinbigv. hu
HOLBEOERFECOFER TS DL, HORRE s —BE{HE L
THEBIRABE121%, BB Lz emic-etic o ERRICHR LCEERTF
BENMEELEhBTHAS. FlxiE, T. Beidelman ¥, # ZViED b
)y 7 AX—DHMEBLT, ThE—REOCIEL2DOTERST, £0
0 BERACHEHBEREBO P TERYZEE Ltk binv L,
V. Turner ® Babco’ck-Abraharh DRWSD =2 I o =ZADHER, Eb
Moo —AR2T 4 7T LB DO TEOMERL R - EHIR3
LEEHLTLD, BF L2 TORANALRDIHT, F4—ET YV IT
Bk BB L IEBL TS LR EL RO TH S,

ML 2 o0 R0 L4222 ENFRETHSD. BLEART 27V~
Wi h b HicBii - Tw5b. M. Douglas ® E. Leach it X537 /
~ Y —~DHEDHHES, monothetic (B—EIAR) RHBEEECH S
Z LT E’C‘&fa%», monothetic &%, A7a &d 1 2DRHEE LD 2 v A
AR T AR IS TERIND 7 FARBRL TS, flziE, B
ATHAETS BB X 5 REMIL, monothetic Iy BEERETIZI T /<Y
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~EINBDTHD. —F, BPREEHFETHILY UL HAVWHR,
R. Needham i1z X » T AEE~D BN RE I iz polythetic (Z45M5
BH) KoBEEECIIEREELTL %, polythetic &ix, TD A v A
~RBHIE—DEREHE LRI 7 FARBER I W 5 HETHS
2, FlziE, (1) abe, (2) abd, 3 acd, (4) becd &5 X5k
Wiz d 27 SADEETHD. ZD42OHRIILETHEETH LS
REEHIRO E Db o0, “GEIR#EA chain-complex” (L. Vigotsky)
BH BT “SKIERPELME family resemblances” (L. Wittgenstein) & B~
557, ERMOBERC L > THIELTW5 275 ADTHS. R Ne-
edham (3 polythetic 7 [FE O F R AHEREEZCE V- EIBIFH LTV,
Bk B3 % monothetic i R DA X577 <Y —OFEFNL, =D
RTBDTERTH%. R Ellen 55 L5k THRAIFEL RV
72 %) ~RBID S\ X 5 IR Lo higie b il 10 Ch B,
2T, FIhb UMRHEEIRD Lo, B, 1, fRetc E5X5
77 =) —DEECE LT, BO»LEOEEE, —RERIRD T
2B b ATl BT Lie, BEEOERANCRRICHY, 7
~DRREIN, £5INRBT LRI > THERR LR TB LS
WENR LT E Leach 85 X 5 @ — BRI v 1550 E 5 BT
H5. TOEEILT, R. Needham i3, REERC I -T7 /<Y —
ELTHREIRDZ AT LIXLIEZOXHERBEOE K c—8BaTh b,
FOVADREBIL L > TT7 /=) — L RMINBBATL, F5ThbE
ERL-THLLABSDSEO—HORMTRELEBRNTHBER, Fh
177 =Y —Thd i) EBFRICHT ZBRARPRE L5 BRIERIX
&%%m@:?%wfmkv&v5ﬁ%%GEM&Lfmg?&ﬁ<k%
23R L2 77 =) —OHERO — BT BiEY, £ 1RO etic
ROFEEEE LT, EEARRL LR ERTS 2 L3#EL B RET
HH5. ‘ ’
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Bk, BARBAARECRTS T FROBRCOVT, 2o
et B A AR IR LT E e, = A ) 1 = v A R OSBRI 5
Bur, foRBEEEERHOLET S, REORS TREEHE R
B> Tz, ,m%'ﬁfﬁﬁkﬁﬁii Lt%ﬁ%ﬁﬁf%% Lin Liah b
E%%ééb@%@%%mb% RSO TH) BE~oikE WS
1%, Lévi-Strauss OMEHROEED % - ILHENEEDL L To, 78
ZTOLONLEARVEED L THrELEINIEREZ~NDOELO
BAT, TALOWMn b OBEOER, + L TEBROBHE~OBEL -
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