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Volume 2 of Studies zn Cross-Cultural Psychology is another volume primarily for the 
specialist. It contains eight serious and very competent papers on cognitive styles, percep- 
tual organization, development and socialization in Israel, ecological analyses, everyday 
concepts of intelligence, achievement motivation, informal modes of learning and teach- 
ing in Zinacanteco, and major psychological factors influencing Japanese interpersonal 
relations. As part of a continuing series, it seems to be precisely what it ought to be and 
sets a high standard for subsequent volumes. I found the papers on Israel and 
Zinacanteco to be of particular interest, but the volume as a whole is highly recommend- 
ed. 

As an anthropologist with psychological interests, I naturally found all of these works 
meritorious, and I am, in general, impressed with the quality of recent cross-cultural 
psychology. But I am puzzled indeed over the seeming lack of interest on the part of the 
psychological establishment as well as over the distance that still separates cross-cultural 
psychologists from anthropologists. If we were to accept "psychocultural studies" as the 
term for the blending of cross-cultural psychology with psychological anthropology, we 
would have to conclude that such a merger is still some time in the future. 

On Savages and Other Children 

The Foundations of Primitive Thought. C. R. Hallpike. New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1979. ix + 516 pp. $49.00 (cloth). 

RICHARD A. SHWEDER 
Unaversity of Chicago 

Hallpike, moved by the spirit of developmentalism, rushes in where even Piaget feared 
to tread. Where Piaget feared to tread was on the distinction between the study of collec- 
tive representations and the study of individual thought processes. Hallpike has no such 
compunction. The Foundations of Primitive Thought is dedicated to the principle that 
"the collective representations of a society" must "reflect" the "level of cognitive develop- 
ment of the great majority of the adult members of that society" (p. 32), and that the col- 
lective representations of illiterate, unschooled, rural peoples are expressions of 
preoperational thought processes characteristic of two- to seven-year-old Western 
children, as described by Piaget. 

Piaget's account of the ontogenesis of thought is probably familiar to many readers. 
Basically, Piaget (not unlike Tylor and Frazer) viewed the mind of the child as intendedly 
scientific. According to Piaget, the child strives to figure out what causes what in the 
world, strives to adapt or accommodate intelligence to the demands of reality, strives for 
consistency among ideas, and strives to build up or "construct" a set of canons (e.g., the 
propositional calculus, the principles of experimental reasoning, the rules of statistical 
inference) for regulating its own thought and deciding whether its own thinking is suc- 
cessful or unsuccessful. Piaget viewed these canons of thought as the product of "in- 
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dividual invention," as if each generation, indeed each individual, reconstructed the 
rules of thought anew; and, the mind of the child was viewed by Piaget as the "yet un- 
Elnished product" of a progressive stagelike process of "self-construction." Focusing on 
the ontogenetic development of the individual mind, Piaget traced the history of this pro- 
cess through four major stages of self-construction and auto-regulation (the sensori- 
motor, preoperational, concrete operational, and formal operational stages). At each 
stage new mental structures were said to emerge (e.g., the concept of an object, the idea 
of reversibility and transitivity) and the child was said to progress from early unselfcon- 
scious, concrete, undifferentiated, egocentric, context-bound thinking to later self- 
reflective, abstract, differentiated, objective ("decentered") generalized thinking. Thus, 
for example, the preoperational four year old was supposed to lack requisite mental 
structures for constructing the perspective of others, as in the following dialogue with a 
four year old: "Do you have a brother?" "Yes." "What's his name?" "Jim." "DoesJim have 
a brother?" "No." (Wason 1969). 

Piaget honored the distinction between collective representations and individual 
thought processes. When challenged with Levi-Strauss' analyses of kinship systems Piaget 
declined to draw any inferences about the mental structures of non-Western peoples 
(1970: 116- 117). Noting that "the way termites construct their nest does not give unequiv- 
ocal information about their geometrical behavior in other situations," Piaget 
argued that "the logic or pre-logic of the members of a given society cannot be adequate- 
ly gauged by already crystallized cultural products . . ." (1970:117). Granting that kin- 
ship systems bear witness to an advanced logic, and that "plenty of natives can 'calculate' 
the implicit relations of a kinship system exactly," Piaget drew a sharp distinction be- 
tween the "already regulated" "finished systems" studied by Levi-Strauss and the kinds of 
mental structures he wished to study (1970:116-117). As Piaget put it, "kinship 
systems. . . are not the products of individual invention (Tylor's 'primitive 
philosopher'); it is long-term collective elaboration that has made them possible. They 
depend, therefore, as do linguistic structures, whose power likewise surpasses the 
resources of individuals, on znstitutlons . . . what we want to know about is individual in- 
ventions " (1970: 117) . 

Hallpike, in contrast, collapses the distinction between collective representations and 
individual thought processes. He advocates a 50?FO rule which states "the mastery of a 
conceptual problem must be far above the 50-percent level in adults if a notion is to be 
incorporated into the collective representations of a society" (p. 61). He then notes that il- 
literate, unschooled, rural people often perform rather badly on Piagetian tests. Indeed, 
judging from the test results alone, Australian Aborigine adults (for example) perform as 
though they lack the concept "reversibility" and believe that the amount of milk in a 
short, fat bowl becomes greater when poured into a tall, thin storage container. Hallpike 
takes the results seriously-they are interpreted as valid indicators of the operational level 
(in this case, preoperational level) of, for example, Aborigine adults. 

Hallpike also analyzes "primitive" collective representations in a variety of domains. 
He examines ideas about causality, time, space, number, classification, dreams, and the 
magical power of words. He notes the similarity between the structure of these collective 
representations and the mental structures of two- to seven-year-old Western children, as 
described in the orthodox Piagetian literature. For example, both primitives and young 
children are said to be "conceptual realists," ascribing objectivity to their dreams and 
refusing to grant that the name of a thing is detachable from the thing itself. Reiterating 
the 50NO rule, Hallpike argues that the collective representations of most non-Western 
traditional peoples "do not seem to require even operatory thought" (p. 31). He goes on 
to characterize the preoperational thinking of "primitive" peoples and the impoverished 
environment responsible for their intellectual retardation. 
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The preoperational thinking of primitive peoples is described in classical developmen- 
tal terms. The mental structures available to both the two- to seven-year old Western 
child and the primitive adult are said to be simple (versus complex), incomplete (versus 
complete), inconsistent (versus consistent), concrete (versus abstract), inexplicit (versus 
explicit), context-bound (versus context-free), egocentric (versus objective), particulariz- 
ing (versus generalizing), personal (versus impersonal), complexive and associative (ver- 
sus taxonomic), percept-driven (versus concept-driven), functional (versus taxonomic), 
temporal (versus logical), animistic (versus causal), purposeless (versus utilitarian), restrict- 
ed (versus elaborated), undifferentiated (versus differentiated), tacit (versus reflective), and 
so forth. Primitive thought is said to be affective in tone, concrete in its imagery, infused 
with moral and symbolic value, and incommunicable to outsiders. Primitive peoples are 
said to be unaware of any viewpoint but their own, incapable of distinguishing between 
the logical and narrative structure of a story, unable to differentiate a word or name from 
its referent, unaware of the distinction between what's subjective and what's objective. 
Perhaps every parameter of thought ever used to distinguish the mind of the child from 
the mind of the adult gets put into one package and mapped onto the distinction between 
the mind of the primitive and the mind of the modern. 

Who is the primitive? According to Hallpike, preoperational thinking characterizes 
people who are illiterate, unschooled, and rural. Adopting a position popular among 
some developmental psychologists in the late 1960s (e.g., Jerome Bruner), Hallpike 
argues that certain types of sociophysical environments stimulate cognitive growth. An 
environmental "deficit theory" is advanced. What primitive environments lack is the 
written word the Western school. the city and technology. In primitive environments 
there is too much reliance on the wrong attitudes towards questioning and dispute (" 'Shut 
up!' my father explained" as Ring Lardner would have put it) and the wrong methods 
of teaching (observational learning in context versus explicit verbal instruction out of 
context). There is too much pressure toward obedience and conformity. There is too little 
individualism and expression of personal views. There is too much emphasis on status in- 
stead of contract. There is too little respect for efElciency and rational planning. Conse- 
quently, mental structures do not develop beyond the preoperational level. 

Hallpike has many dislikes which are in fact Piaget's dislikes. He does not like univer- 
salists or relativists. He does not like innatists or learning theorists. From Hallpike's 
developmental perspective, the villains of anthropology are Levi-Strauss, Durkheim, 
Whorf, and Leach. Each is an object of scorn. 

Hallpike embraces Piaget's view that mental structures are individual inventions that 
undergo continual and progressive self-construction. Hallpike argues that adults in some 
societies, stimulated by literacy (etc. ), push themselves further along the path of progressive 
self-construction. Thus, he is led, on the one hand, to attack L(vi-Strauss's universalist 
view that the mental structures characteristic of operational thought are equally 
available across populations and that all possible mental structures are already there in 
the mind of the young child. On the other hand he is led to attack Durkheim, Whorf, 
and Leach for their relativist view that thought is not an individual invention but rather 
the product of collective representations (including language). With a tone of arrogance 
and hostility that runs through much of the book Hallpike castigates Whorfs and Leach's 
view that reality presents itself as a "kaleidoscopic flux" or continuum, and that language 
and culture have a decisive influence on how we categorize the world. "It's all very well 
for Leach to 'postulate' that the young child perceives the world as a continuum, but how 
does he know? The answer is that he does not, but like so many anthropologists and 
philosophers, prefers to base his theories on his own home grown speculations rather than 
finding out from experimental psychologists what the facts of the matter really are" (p. 
69). (A sophisticated and, to my mind, adequate, defense of Whorf's view that reality 
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presents itself as a continuum can be found in Goodman 1968, 1972: also Watanabe 

1969:376-379.) 
Ultimately anthropology is the villain. Decrying the relative lack of attention to 

developmental psychology in the anthropological literature (p. 6), Hallpike exalts 

developmentalists (especially Piaget) in terms that would surprise many hard-nosed ex- 

perimental psychologists: "the concepts and general model of learning and thinking pro- 

vided by developmental psychology are far more precise, theoretically coherent, and 

soundly based in empirical research than the vague and confused notions hitherto em- 

ployed by anthropologists and philosophers . . ." (p. 32). 
What are we to make of Hallpike's thesis? First let's turn to the recent developmental 

literature. While Hallpike criticizes disciplinary parochialism (and I applaud him for 

that), he does not cite a single source since 1966 from any major developmental 

psychology journal; Hallpike ignores that literature (especially the literature of the last 

decade) at considerable risk. Indeed, I find it ironic that Hallpike embraces the orthodox 

Piagetian developmental stage theory of mental structures at precisely the moment when 

the field of cognitive developmental psychology is about to abandon the notion of broad 

stages in thinking, about to acknowledge that many operational structures, previously 

thought to be absent, are in fact avaalable to the mind of the preliterate, preschool 

Western child, and about to recognize that the content of what you think about (in- 

cluding prior knowledge and the linguistic and nonlinguistic representation of a prob- 

lem) is decisive for how you think (e.g., Wason 1969; Wason and Johnson-Laird 1972; 

Trabasso 1975; Brainerd 1978a,b; Donaldson 1978; Gelman 1978; Nucci and Turiel 

1978; Siegler 1978; Brown and Desforges 1979; Flavell 1980). 
The idea that children or adults are characteristically preoperational (or concrete 

operational, or formal operational) has taken a beating in recent years. If we examine the 

actual cognitive functioning of individuals across a series of tasks or problems, we 

discover that no single operational level is a general property of an individual's thought. 

Children and adults often do not apply the same mode of reasoning (e.g., reversibility) to 

formally equivalent problems (e.g., a conservation task) which differ in content or sur- 

face characteristics (e.g., conservation of number versus conservation of liquid quan- 

tity-see Siegler 1981). By varying the coneent of a task it is possible to elicit either 

preoperational thinking from a college-educated adult (Wason 1969; Wason and 

Johnson-Laird 1972) or formal operational thinking from a four year old (Macnamara, 

Baker, and Olson 1976). The person who functions at a formal operational level on one 

task is not typically the same person who functions at a formal operational level on a sec- 

ond task (Roberge and Flexer 1979). Indeed, to cite but one example, Roberge and Flex- 

er (1979) discovered that performance on formal operational tests for propositional logic 

and combinatorial thinking intercorrelate a mere-.07 (for eighth graders) and .17 (for 

adults). They are not alone in their conclusion (p. 482) that 

if, as Piaget and others hypothesize, formal operational thinking reflects an organized structure 

of second-order operations, one would expect to find a basic consistency in performance across 

tasks, particularly for groups of subjects who were presumably well-established in the formal 

operational stage. However the minimal association between scores on the tests . . . provides lit- 

tle evidence of the functional interdependence among these logical operations that is claimed by 

proponents of the structural whole (structured ensemble) model of formal operations. [1979:482] 

The same story could be told for preoperational and concrete operational thinking 

(see, Brainerd 1978a; Bullock and Gelman 1979; Trabasso 1975). 
A second difficulty for Hallpike is that Piaget seems to have seriously underestimated 

the operational capacity of preliterate, preschool Western children (two to six year olds). 

Two year olds are capable of taking the perspective of another (Lempers, Flavell, and 

Flavell 1977; also see Shatz and Gelman 1973 on perspective taking in four year olds) and 
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detecting categorical structure (Goldberg, Perlmutter, and Myers 1974); as Goldberg et 
al. note, children can cluster things categorically as soon as they can talk. Three year olds 
understand many aspects of the concept of causation (e.g., that a cause preceeds its con- 
sequence-Bullock and Gelman 1979). Four year olds are capable of transitive inference 
and syllogistic reasoning (Trabasso 1975) and various forms of deductive inference in 
propositional logic (Macnamara, Baker, and Olson 1976). By the very early school years, 
certainly before they are literate, children are capable of most cognitive operations. They 
can conserve number. They can distinguish self from other. They can distinguish among 
various types of rules. They understand the implications and presuppositions of such 
mental predicates as to "pretend," to "forget," and to "know." They are capable of 
reporting their feelings and they can discriminate among basic emotions almost as well as 
adults (see e.g., Mehler and Bever 1967; Gelman 1978; Nucci and Turiel 1978; Much 
and Shweder 1978; Schwartz 1981, Shweder, Turiel, and Much 1981). The evidence sug- 
gests that most mental structures are available to the five-year-old child and may well be 
available earlier, if only we knew how to find them. Levi-Strauss, take heartI 

Of course young children do not always, or even typically, display their operational 
capacities, and they are certainly very bad at talking about their mental structures; they 
know a lot more about causation, number, etc. than they can articulate (see Bullock and 
Gelman 1979). Not surprisingly, it is easy to devise tasks that confuse the young child. 
This can be done by exceeding the child's memory capacity or representational skills; by 
utilizing complex, unstructured, or ambiguous instructions; by requiring that the child 
articulate principles which he may know but not be able to verbalize; or by presenting the 
child with tasks whose successful completion requires knowledge that the child lacks 
(Trabasso 1975; Donaldson 1978). Young children know less than adults, and their 
memory capacity and linguistic skills are not up to those of an adult. This is one reason 
why Macnamara, Baker, and Olson (1976) search for formal operational structures in 
four year olds, not by asking them to verbalize the principles of mechanical equilibrium, 
but by seeing whether they are able to draw indirect implications of the form "p if and 
only if q and not r" from natural language sentences (e.g., "Mary-Janeforgot to bring the 
ball") embedded in stories. Lempers, Flavell, and Flavell (1977) search for a distinction 
between the perspective of self and the perspective of others, not by asking the two year 
old child to coordinate a conversation over the telephone, but by determining whether 
two year olds take the visual perspective of others into account when showing pictures to 
observers. Shatz and Gelman (1973) detect an early distinction between self and others by 
observing the way four year olds modulate their speech patterns and take account of the 
age of the listener when telling an adult (or peer or two year old) about a toy. These same 
listener-sensitive children do poorly on traditional Piagetian tests of egocentrism. The 
message of all these studies is that cognitive functioning is not independent of the details 
of the task. The failure of a child (or an adult) to display this or that mode of thought on 
this or that task is no indication that the mode of thought is unavailable-a point that 
Cole and Scribner (1974) have been urging on us for some time. 

The message can be generalized: what one thinks about (i.e., "content") is decisive for 
how one thinks (Wason and Johnson-Laird 1972). To the extent that is true, Hallpike's 
50S0 rule takes a beating and collective representations become implicated in how one 
thinks. To see how the 50S0 rule takes a beating, one only has to apply it to literate, 
educated adolescents and adults in our own society. What is our "operatory level?" What 
limits does that level place on our collective representations? Theanswer to the first ques- 
tion is "it all depends on the task," which is equivalent to saying there is no single answer. 
For example, Wason (1969: Wason andJohnson-Laird 1972) presented college students 
with a "hypothetical contradiction" task; 90S0 of the students functioned at a preopera- 
tional level. Superficial qualities of the task were altered; a majority of the students func- 
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tioned at a formal operational level. Martoreno (1977) gave ten formal operational tasks 
(permutations, correlation, balance beam, etc.) to high school students. Two of 80 
students performed at a formal operational level on all ten tasks. The average score for 
their high school seniors was below the formal operational level. However, on three of the 
ten tasks, more than 50% of the high school seniors performed at a follllal operational 
level. One of these tests was "correlational reasoning." Smedslund (1963), however, tested 
for correlational reasoning with a slightly different task (detecting the relationship be- 
tween a symptom and a disease in the medical files of 100 patients); only 15So of his in- 
formants performed at a formal operational level. 

The coup de grace is a study by Ward andJenkins (1965). What they discovered is that 
correlational reasoning is task specific and highly manipulable. They presented college 
students with contingency information about the relationship between cloud seeding and 
subsequent rainfall. When information was presented serially, on a trial-by-trial basis, as 
it usually occurs in the real world, only 17% of college students displayed correlational 
reasoning. However, when the students were presented with summary information in the 
form of a 2 x 2 contingency table without prior trial-by-trial experience, more than 50%O 
displayed correlational thinking. 

What does all this evidence on the capacities of young children and the task-specificity 
of intellectual functioning mean for Hallpike's 50% rule? It seems that all sorts of mental 
structures are available to the human mind (the mind of the five year old and the mind of 
the adult). It also seems that features of the task are decisive for how we think. It appears 
that most people have most relevant "underlying" operational structures. It also appears 
that which mental structure gets applied depends on the content of the task. And it seems 
that the answer to the question "what percentage of these people display formal opera- 
tional thinking" varies radically by task, and that one can always find some task that 
leads to a different answer to the question. One interpretation of the evidence is that 
abstract underlying operational structures are universally available. Another interpre- 
tation is that cognitive functioning depends on task-specific knowledge. Neither inter- 
pretation favors Piaget, or Hallpike. 

Does our operational level place a limit on our collective representations? Given the 
task-specificity of cognitive functioning and the availability of diverse mental structures, 
I just don't see how it makes much sense to describe collective representations as "reflec- 
tions" of the operational level of a population. A 2 x 2 contingency table is one of our 
collective representations, and it is certainly a formal operational instrument. Notice the 
relationship of this collective representation to the cognitive functioning of individuals: as 
a powerful representational device for organizing and displaying correlation relevant in- 
formation it makesformal operationalfunctioning possible for a majority of the popula- 
tion. The 2 x 2 table augments the thought processes of individuals who don't typically 
function at a formal operational level in other situations; it makes obvious the correla- 
tional nature of a problem (i.e., compare the conditional probabilitiesl). The idea that 
collective representations regulate thought is reinforced by evidence that it is possible to 
"represent" correlational problems in a form that elicits preoperational thinking (confus- 
ing likeness with co-occurrence likelihood) from literate, educated Western adults (D'An- 
drade 1981: Tversky and Kahneman 1974; Shweder 1977). Collective representations can 
be decisive for how individuals think (see Lucy and Shweder 1979). Of course, some col- 
lective representations can be ranked in terms of their "power"-it helps to have a 2 x 2 
contingency table when drawing inductive inferences. But to rank collective representa- 
tions in terms of their "power" is quite different from ranking individuals in terms of their 
operational capacities. Whorf and Durkheim, take heartt 

There is a third difficulty for Hallpike. The various parameters of thought (functional 
versus taxonomic, temporal versus logical, concrete versus abstract) and the various en- 
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vironmental variables (illiterate, unschooled, conformist, etc.), all of which are supposed 
to tell the same story about the primitive mind, probably do not intercorrelate either 
developmentally or cross-culturally (see Shweder 1981b). 

Pressure toward conformity, to cite one example, is not a concomitant of illiteracy. I1- 
literate, unschooled peoples display wide variation in pressure toward conformity and 
obedience; just compare Tepoztlan or the Swazi with the Siriono or Eskimo (Barry, 
Child, and Bacon 1959; Barry, Bacon and Child 1967). Indeed, if the cross-cultural 
evidence on conformity training, freedom of expression and individualism suggests 
anything at all, it is a basic similarity between preagricultural hunter, gatherer and 
Elshing societies, and postagricultural societies. With respect to many aspects of culture 
(self-reliance training, individualism, nucleation of the family, intimacy and equality be- 
tween the sexes, perhaps even dance styles) migratory foraging peoples (e.g., the !Kung 
bushmen) and middle-class Americans look more like each other than like various 
peasants of the world. With regard to pressures toward conformity, cultural evolution 
may well be curvilinear (pre- and postagricultural basically alike)-that curvilinear 
distribution bears little relationship to the distribution of literacy, schooling, and so 
forth. Literate, schooled, urban members of intensive agricultural societies (e.g., the 
Chinese) demand obedience and conformity. The Siriono, the Eskimos, upper-middle- 
class Americans and the !Kung bushmen do not. 

The !Kung are an interesting test case for Hallpike's thesis. Blurton-Jones and Konner 
(1976) conducted "seminars" with the !Kung. The seminar topic: !Kung Knowledge of 
Animal Behavior. Blurton-Jones and Konner (ibid.) characterize the !Kung in the follow- 
ing terms: They carefully distinguish observed data from hearsay, and they discriminate 
between data and theory or interpretation. They are willing to admit ignorance. They 
argue about generalizations. They disbelieve each other. They utilize a number of dif- 
ferent classifications of animals and they readily move from one classification to another. 
One is tempted to say, "so much for Hallpike's thesis." Let's withhold judgment for a mo- 
ment. Let's examine the literacy issue. 

The idea that literacy causes major changes in basic cognitive processes is one of those 
seductive ideas that deserves to be true, but probably is not. The idea has parasitized 
many fine brains including Goody's, Greenfield's, and Hallpike's. Fortunately we now 
have a definitive account (Scribner and Cole 1981) of the effects of literacy. Most specula- 
tions about the effects of literacy on individual thought processes are either anecdotal or 
theoretical, or else rely on evidence in which literacy is confounded with Westernization 
or formal schooling. Working among the Vai, Scribner and Cole (1981) were able to 
separate the effects of literacy and schooling, and to examine the effects of Vai and 
Arabic scripts on the thought processes of unschooled but literate informants, unschooled 
and illiterate informants, schooled and literate informants, and so forth. Testing for dif- 
ferences in basic cognitive processes with special reference to abstract (versus concrete) 
thinking, taxonomic categorization, logical reasoning, metalinguistic knowledge, and 
reflective knowledge about the properties of propositions, Scribner and Cole found no 
support for the view that literacy per se influences "intellectual growth." The effects of 
schooling were complex and mixed, although they do suggest that going to school makes 
you more prone to articulate or "rationalize" about the nature of thought; thought itself 
is a topic of interest and concern in certain institutional settings (schools, bureaucracies, 
etc . ) . 

Given all that I've said about the universal availability of underlying mental structures, 
the content or task-specificity of actual cognitive functioning, the inconsequentiality of 
literacy for the basic cognitive processes of individuals (note: literacy does, of course, 
have institutional consequences) and the specialized nature of schooling effects. one 
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should not be surprised by the cross-cultural evidence reported in Mandler, Scribner, 361 

Cole, and DeForest (1980) and in Shweder and Bourne (1982). Mandler et al. discover 
(contrary to Hallpike's literacy-schooling hypothesis) that the temporal sequencing of 
recall for story materials is basically the same for literate, schooled adults in the United 
States and for illiterate, unschooled children in Liberia. Shweder and Bourne (1982) 
document a concrete ("cases and contexts") style of social cognition among Oriyas in In- 
dia. Shweder and Bourne discover that concrete social thinking among Oriyas is in- 
variant across Oriya subpopulations who vary in literacy, schooling, and social status. 
They also discover that Oriyas are perfectly capable of abstract thinking on other tasks. 
Concrete thinking in the social domain is traced to Indian premises about the nature of 
the social order. A holistic, sociocentric, organic conception is described with which 
Oriyas understand that how they behave depends on the relationships into which they 
enter. l 

Diverse parameters of thought do not neatly cluster and run together along some devel- 
opmental path from child to adult, primitive to modern. Two decades ago Brown (1958) 
argued that abstraction is a feature of all minds and discussed the way that young 
children, emphasizing likenesses and overlooking differences, apply the same lexical item 
to things such as leaves, trees, and flowers, an overgeneralization from the adult point of 
view. Temporal thinking does not wane with development; it is a preferred mode of 
organization for stories (Mandler et al. 1980) and other scriptlike knowledge in everyday 
life (Schank and Abelson 1977). Functional thinking does not wane with development; 
among adults, it is a preferred form of definition for tools and body parts. Categorical 
thinking does not wax with development (Goldberg, Perlmutter, and Myers 1974); both 
young children and adults seem to rely on the same hierarchy of logico-grammatical rela- 
tionships (e.g., "synonymy," "similarity," and 'ssuperordination" are preferred to 
"action-upon" or "common use") when making similarity of meaning judgments among 
pairs of words (e.g., which pair is more similar: animal-cow versus ball-throw-Flavell 
and Stedman 1961). Even the aTtzculation of abstract principles (something schools seem 
to foster) is probably uncorrelated with operational capacity or the presence of complex 
mental structures. Three year olds are able to draw causal inferences without being able 
to say how they do it (Bullock and Gelman 1979). The Trobriand Islanders are able to 
engage in complex causal reasoning without having to wait around for a Trobriand text- 
book in inductive logic (Hutchins 1980). Indeed, one of the best ways to embarrass a 
linguist is to have a fluent four year old start speaking to him in the language on which 
the linguist has just written a transformational grammar. Parameters such as simple ver- 
sus complex, temporal versus logical, tacit versus reflective, functional versus taxonomic, 
particularizing versus generalizing, and so forth, do not neatly covary across cultures or 
ontogenetic stages. The only place they really seem to go together is in Piaget's image of 
the ideal physical scientist. 

The fourth difficulty with Hallpike's thesis is a curious one. Throughout the volume, 
simzlarzties between the ideas of a people and the supposed operational capacity of the 
child are interpreted as matters of causation (remember the 50NO rule). This looks to me 
like magical thinking-a pattern of inference that Hallpike might describe as preopera- 
tional. Predicates such as "differentiated" (versus undifferentiated), "abstract" (versus 
concrete), "subjective" (versus objective), and so forth, are quite useful for describing and 
comparing ideas. Thus, for example, Jimmy Carter's boycott of the Moscow Olympic 
games might be described as a "failure to differentiate" sports from politics. In 1980, at 
least with respect to that issue, America looked far less differentiated than, say, Kenya. 
Piaget uses the same predicate ("failure to differentiate") to describe the mental struc- 
tures of the preoperational child. Does this mean we can gain insight intoJimmy Carter's 
rather calculated merging of power and athletics from studying children's minds? I doubt 
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it. "Similarity" is not "causation" and similar effects do not necessarily have the same 

cause. 
Consider the case of "dreams" and the case of "word magic." Hallpike notes a similari- 

ty between the dream concepts of many primitive peoples and the dream concepts of the 

preoperatory child-both the savage and the young child view dreams as "objective" and 

"external in origin," not as "sets of images generated within the head of the dreamer" 

(pp. 158, 415). On the basis of the similarity (p. 51) Hallpike claims that, with the excep- 

tion of an occasional "highly intelligent informant," primitives are preoperational in 

their thinking and hence not "capable of recognizing the subjective basis of dreams . . ." 

(p. 419). What a remarkable claim! Shweder and LeVine (1975) have examined 

children's dream concepts among the Hausa. Many Hausa adults believe that dreams are 

objective and external in origin; this is not believed by most Hausa eight-to-ten-year olds. 

By the time Hausa children are eight years old they believe that dreams are probably 

"hallucinations," unreal but externally located. By the time they are ten years old they 

believe dreams are mere "fantasies," unreal and internally located. Any Hausa ten year 

old is capable of arriving at this belief (presumably) on his own. Later, however, as 

adults, Hausa children change their minds. Adult theory tells them that their ten-year- 

old understanding of dreams (which, of course, is our adult understanding of dreams) 

was inadequate-that dreams are a type of "vision"giving access to an external, objective 

numinous realm of the soul and its wanderings. Hausa are not only capable of a "subjec- 

tivist" view of dreams. They entertain that viewpoint as ten year olds, and reject it! 

Hallpike also notes that children are "unable to distinguish names and words from 

their referents" and that, similarly, primitives believe that words and names are "in- 

dissociable" from the things they denote. For Hallpike. the similarity is suggestive of 

preoperational thinking in the savage adult (pp. 52, 384). The hazards of reasoning from 

similarity are most obvious in this case: the study of theories and ideas is not the same as 

the study of mental capacities (what the native or child is "able" or "unable" to do) even if 

the same predicate ("indissociation of name and referent") can be applied to both. Con- 

sider an interview with Vai informants conducted by Scribner and Cole (1981:141-142). 

Sembe and Aamah, two Vai informants, are asked whether one can interchange the 

names of the sun and the moon. Aamah argues: "Anything that God creates we cannot 

change. We cannot change a man into a woman." Sembe rebuts: "They are not going to 

change a man into a woman. They are going to change the name." Aamah retorts: "I 

can't agree. You never named a woman 'Sembe' and I cannot change the name of the 

moon to the sun." Later Aamah comments as follows: "There are two things in the world. 

A thing can be and a thing can be talked about. The thing that is cannot be changed. 

Anything that God created, His talking, the names He gave to things, cannot be 

changed." Aamah is asked whether you can buy a soft drink with the name "dime." 

Aamah replies: "I can buy a soft drink with the money itself, but not with the name." 

(Whether he laughs at the probe is not reported.) As Scribner and Cole note, Aamah 

recognizes that names and things are independent concepts but rejects on theological 

grounds the idea that names are arbitrarily assigned or should be dissociated from their 

referents (much as we would hesitate to name our Elrstborn son "Sara"). Very little insight 

into this Vai "theology" is gained by tellings us what Piaget said young children are 

"unable" to do. Indeed, it seems to me that "theologies," premises, constitutive rules and 

all other nonrational (not to be confused with irrational) ideas are beyond the scope of a 

developmental analysis (Shweder 1981a). To compare Aamah's view of words with our 

secular view is like comparing cubism with impressionism. Aamah's view is neither better 

nor worse per se. It is neither more advanced nor less advanced. It's just different. 

Hallpike actually knows better than his "thesis" reveals. Occasionally he wavers. We get 

glimpses of another Hallpike, but only glimpses. Thus, after being told that collective 
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representations (including language) are the "manifestations of the cognitive processes of 
the average adult member of the society" (p. 58), we are told that collective representa- 
tions are part of a social environment which may assist cognitive growth (p. 58) and that 
primitive languages are capable of being used for higher levels of thought (p. 77). Thus, 
after arguing that primitives lack concrete and formal operational mental structures, 
Hallpike grants that "some hierarchical structuring is displayed in all primitive tax- 
onomies" (p. 175) and that operatory thinking probably occurs in the kinship domain (p. 
224). Thus, after interpreting cross-cultural Piagetian test data as a kind of neutral X ray 
into the underlying mental structure of the primitive mind he agrees that the content, 
familiarity and response format of a task are decisive for how you think (pp. 193, 208) 
and that slight variations in a task (e.g., using a sentence substitution design rather than 
a free associational design) can give you different portraits of the mind (p. 208). (He 
might have added that any "test" presupposes a store of background knowledge which 
probably is not equally distributed across cultures, and that native understanding of the 
pragTnatics of the test-taking situation is not to be presupposed.) 

None of the implications of these insights gets integrated into the main thesis of the 
book. How could they be integrated? The thesis would have to be narrowed or aban- 
doned. They are passing remarks, but they do indirectly resurface in the sentimental end- 
ing to The Foundations of Primitzve Thought Toward the end of the book, almost as if 
to exorcise himself of the spirit of developmentalism, Hallpike tries to "defend" primitive 
concepts of nonmaterial causality (souls and ghosts and witches). He argues that spiritual 
beliefs might be objective, accurate reports about paranormal phenomena (pp. 476, 
479). And, don't get me wrong, he says. Primitives may have simple mental structures, 
but their ideas are not necessarily mistaken. Primitive thought may even be profound (p. 
491). By the conclusion we have moved from Piaget to parody. To my amusement, 
Hallpike's Piagetian tome on the deElciencies of primitive environments and the intellec- 
tual retardation of the primitive mind ends by ridiculing Sidney Webb for his arrogant 
"ethnocentrism" and by chastizing formal operational thinkers for their failure to under- 
stand or appreciate the mind of the primitive. 

In summary, Hallpike's thesis is seriously flawed. It underestimates the operational 
capacity of young children, exaggerates the global generality of stagelike cognitive func- 
tioning, misjudges the relationship between the content of thought and the structure of 
thought, and gratuitously assumes that diverse environmental variables (literacy, 
pressure toward conformity, etc. ) and diverse parameters of thought (abstract versus con- 
crete, functional versus taxonomic, etc.) all vary together. By trying to reduce cross- 
cultural differences in people's ideas, theories, presuppositions, and collective represen- 
tations to differences in underlying mental capabilities, Hallpike has not only rushed in 
where even Piaget feared to tread. Moved by the spirit of developmentalism, he has 
savaged the mind of the primitive. 

NOTES 

' On the advantages of concrete, context-sensitive thinking in the social domain, see Mischel 
( 1968) and Shweder ( 1979). 

REFERENCES CITED 

Barry, Herbert, Margaret K. Bacon, and Irvin L. Child 
1967 Definitions, Ratings and Bibliographic Sources for Child Training Practices in 110 Cul- 

tures. In Cross-Cultural Approaches. Clellan S. Ford, ed. pp. 293-331. New Haven: HRAF 
Press. 



364 AMERICAN ANTHROPOLOGIST [84, 1982 

Barry, Herbert, Irvin L. Child, and Margaret K. Bacon 
1959 Relation of Child Training to Subsistence Economy. American Anthropologist 61: 

51-63. 
Blurton-Jones, Nicolas, and Melvin J. Konner 

1976 !Kung Knowledge of Animal Behavior. In Kalabari Hunter-Gatherers. Richard B. Lee 
and Irvin DeVore, eds. pp. 325-348. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press. 

Brainerd, Charles J. 
1 978a Piaget's Theory of Intelligence. Englezood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall. 
1978b The Stage Question in Cognitive Development Theory. Behavioral and Brain Sciences 

1:173-181. 
Brown, Geoffrey, and Charles Desforges 

1979 Piaget's Theory: A Psychological Critique. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul. 
Brown Roger 

1958 Words and Things. New York: Free Press. 
Bullock, Merry, and Rochel Gelman 

1979 Preschool Children's Assumptions About Cause and Effect: Temporal Ordering. Child 
Development 50:89-96. 

Cole, Michael, and Sylvia Scribner 
1974 Culture and Thought: A Psychological Introduction. New York: Wiley. 

D'Andrade, Roy G. 
1981 Memory and the Assessment of Behavior. In Language, Culture and Cognition: An An- 

thropological Perspective. Ronald W. Casson, ed. pp. 456-481. New York: Macmillan. 
Donaldson, Margaret 

1978 Children's Minds. New York: Norton. 
Flavell, John H. 

1980 Structures, Stages and Sequences in Cognitive Development. Paper presented at 1980 
Minnesota Symposium on Child Psychology. Available from J. H. Flavell, Department of 
Psychology, Stanford University, Stanford, Galifornia. 

Flavell, John H., and Donald J. Stedman 
1961 A Developmental Study of Judgments of Semantic Similarity. The Journal of Genetic 

Psychology 98:279-293. 
Gelman, Rochel 

1978 Cognitive Development. Annual Review of Psychology 29:297-332. 
Goldberg, S., M. Perlmutter, and W. Myers 

1974 Recall of Related and Unrelated Lists by 2-Year-Olds. Journal of Experimental Child 
Psychology 18: 1-8. 

Goodman, Nelson 
1968 Languages of Art. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill. 
1972 Seven Strictures on Similarity. In Problems and Projects. Nelson Goodman, ed. pp. 437- 

450. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill. 
Hutchins, Edwin 

1980 Culture and Inference. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press. 
Lempers, Jacques, D., Eleanor R. Flavell, and John H. Flavell 

1977 The Development in Very Young Children of Tacit Knowledge Concerning Visual 
Perception. Genetic Psychology Monographs 95:3-54. 

Lucy, John A., and Richard A. Shweder 
1979 Whorf and His Critics: Linguistic and Non-Linguistic Influences on Color Memory. 

American Anthropologist 81:581-615. 
Macnamara, John, Erica Baker, and Chester L. Olson 

1976 Four-Year-Olds' Understanding of Pretend, Forget and Know: Evidence for Propo- 
sitional Operations. Child Development 47:62-70. 

Mandler, Jean M., Sylvia Scribner, Michael Cole, and Marsha DeForest 
1980 Cross-Cultural Invariance in Story Recall. Child Development 51:19-26. 

Martoreno, S. C. 
1977 A Developmental Analysis of Performance on Piaget's Formal Operations Task. Devel- 

opmental Psychology 13:666-672. 



Shweder] ON SA ZA GES 365 

Mehler, J., and T. G. Bever 
1967 Cognitive Capacity of Very Young Children. Science 158:141-142. 

Mischel, Walter 
1968 Personality and Assessment. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 

Much, Nancy C., and Richard A. Shweder 
1978 Speaking of Rules: The Analysis of Culture in Breach. In New Directions for Child 

Development: Moral Development. William Damon, ed. pp. 19-39. San Francisco: Jossey- 
Bass. 

Nucci, Larry P., and Elliot Turiel 
1978 Social Interaction and the Development of Social Concepts in Pre-School Children. 

Child Development 49:400-407. 
Piaget, Jean 

1970 Structuralism. New York: Basic Books. 
Roberge, James J., and Barbara K. Flexer 

1979 Further Examination of Formal Operational Reasoning Abilities. Child Development 
50:478-484. 

Siegler, Robert S. 
1978 Children's Thinking: What Develops? Hillsdale, New Jersey: Erlbaum. 
1981 Developmental Sequences Within and Between Concepts. Monographs of the Society 

for Research on Child Development 46: No. 2. 
Schank, Roger, and Robert Abelson 

1977 Scripts, Plans, Goals and Understanding: An Inquiry into Human Knowledge Struc- 
tures. Hillsdale, New Jersey: Erlbaum. 

Schwartz, Reid 
1981 A Developmental Study of Children's Understanding of the Language of Emotion. 

Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Department of Education, University of Chicago. 
Scribner, Sylvia, and Michael Cole 

1981 The Psychology of Literacy. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press. 
Shatz, Marilyn, and Rochel Gelman 

1973 The Development of Communication Skills: Modification in the Speech of Young 
Children as a Function of Listener. Monograph of the Society for Research on Child Develop- 
ment 38: No. 5. 

Shweder, Richard A. 
1977 Likeness and Likelihood in Everyday Thought: Magical Thinking in Judgments About 

Personality . Current Anthropology 18:637 - 658. 
1979 Rethinking Culture and Personality Theory. Part 1: A Critical Examination of Two 

Classical Postulates. Ethos 7:255 -278. 
1981a Anthropology's Romantic Rebellion Against the Enlightenment; or! There is More 

to Thinking Than Reason and Evidence. Presented at Social Science Research Council Con- 
ference on "Conceptions of Culture and Its Acquisition" May 8-10, 1981. Available from R. A. 
Shweder, Committee on Human Development, University of Chicago. 

1981 Rationality "Goes Without Saying." Culture, Medicine and Psychiatry 5:348-357. 
Shweder, Richard A., and Edmund J. Bourne 

1982 Does the Concept of the Person Vary Cross-Culturally? In Cultural Conceptions of Men- 
tal Health and Therapy. Anthony J. Marsella and Geoffrey White, eds. Boston: Reidel . 

Shweder, Richard A., and Robert A. LeVine 
1975 Dream Concepts of Hausa Children. Ethos 3:209-230. 

Shweder, Richard A., Elliot Turiel, and Nancy Much 
1981 The Moral Intuitions of the Child. In Social Cognitive Development. John H. Flavell and 

Lee Ross, eds. pp. 228-305. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Cambridge University Press. 
Smedslund, Jan 

1963 The Concept of Correlation in Adults. ScandinavianJournal of Psychology 4:165-173. 
Trabasso, Tom 

1975 Representation . Memory, and Reasoning: How Do We Make Transitive Inferences? 
Minnesota Symposium on Child Psychology, Vol. 9. A. D. Pick, ed. pp. 135-172. Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press. 



366 366 AMERICAN ANTHROPOLOGIST AMERICAN ANTHROPOLOGIST [84, 1982 [84, 1982 

Tversky, Amos, and Daniel Kahneman 

1974 Judgment Under Uncertainty: Heuristics and Biases. Science 185: 1 124-1 131. 

Ward. W. C., and H. M. Jenkins 
1965 The Display of Information and the Judgrnent of Contingency. Canadian Journal of 

Psychology 19:231-241. 
Wason, P. C. 
1969 Regression in Reasoning? British Journal of Psychology 60:471-480. 

Wason, P. C., and P. N. Johnson-Laird 
1972 Psychology of Reasoning. London: B. T. Batsford. 

Watanabe, Satosi 
1969 Knowing and Guessing. New York: Wiley. 

Women in Development 

Women and Technological Change in Developing Countries. Roslyn Dauber and 

Melinda L. Cazn, eds. AAAS Selected Symposium, 53. Boulder: Westview Press, 1981. 

xii + 257 pp. $21.50 (cloth). 

Women and the Social Costs of Economic Development: Two Colorado Case Studies. 

Elizabeth Moen, Elase Bouldlng, Jane Lillydahl, and Rtsa Palm. Social Impact Assess- 

ment Series, No. 5. Boulder: Westview Press, 1981. xix + 215 pp. $30.00 (cloth). 

The Domestication of Women: Discrimination in Developing Societies. Barbara 

Rogers. London: Tavistock, 1981. 200 pp. $7.95 (paper). 

SUE-ELLEN JACOBS 
Untrersity of Washangton 

These three books are the most recent of the growing number of works addressing the 

impact of technological and sociocultural change on women. Whether in industrialized 

or industrializing societies undergoing rapid change, it is now well documented that 

women face specific problems related to the changes imposed (directly or indirectly) on 

their roles and statuses in various societies. During the past ten years, numerous ethno- 

graphic monographs and edited collections have focused on the effects of socioeconomic 

change on women (e . g., Elmendorf 1976; Jones and Jones 1976; Schuster 1979; Bledsoe 

1980; Mattielli 1977; Raphael 1975; Rohrlich-Leavitt 1975; and Etienne and Leacock 

1980). Since 1968 there have been cross-culturally based studies that present baseline 

data for and theoretical arguments related to research and policymaking for the integra- 

tion of women in development (e.g., Sullerot 1968; Boserup 1970; Tinker and Bramsen 

1975; Buvinic 1976; Boulding et al. 1976; Boserup et al. 1977; and Huston 1978, 1979). 

With this record, why is it still true that "[much development planning] often takes a 

curious 'as if stance-as if women were like men, as if all women were alike, or as if 

women did not exist at all" (Papanek in Dauber and Cain, p. 215)? In cases where 

women's roles, statuses, needs, and potentials are given special consideration, is there any 

evidence that development has fewer adverse community impacts, and are the desired 

Tversky, Amos, and Daniel Kahneman 

1974 Judgment Under Uncertainty: Heuristics and Biases. Science 185: 1 124-1 131. 

Ward. W. C., and H. M. Jenkins 
1965 The Display of Information and the Judgrnent of Contingency. Canadian Journal of 

Psychology 19:231-241. 
Wason, P. C. 
1969 Regression in Reasoning? British Journal of Psychology 60:471-480. 

Wason, P. C., and P. N. Johnson-Laird 
1972 Psychology of Reasoning. London: B. T. Batsford. 

Watanabe, Satosi 
1969 Knowing and Guessing. New York: Wiley. 

Women in Development 

Women and Technological Change in Developing Countries. Roslyn Dauber and 

Melinda L. Cazn, eds. AAAS Selected Symposium, 53. Boulder: Westview Press, 1981. 

xii + 257 pp. $21.50 (cloth). 

Women and the Social Costs of Economic Development: Two Colorado Case Studies. 

Elizabeth Moen, Elase Bouldlng, Jane Lillydahl, and Rtsa Palm. Social Impact Assess- 

ment Series, No. 5. Boulder: Westview Press, 1981. xix + 215 pp. $30.00 (cloth). 

The Domestication of Women: Discrimination in Developing Societies. Barbara 

Rogers. London: Tavistock, 1981. 200 pp. $7.95 (paper). 

SUE-ELLEN JACOBS 
Untrersity of Washangton 

These three books are the most recent of the growing number of works addressing the 

impact of technological and sociocultural change on women. Whether in industrialized 

or industrializing societies undergoing rapid change, it is now well documented that 

women face specific problems related to the changes imposed (directly or indirectly) on 

their roles and statuses in various societies. During the past ten years, numerous ethno- 

graphic monographs and edited collections have focused on the effects of socioeconomic 

change on women (e . g., Elmendorf 1976; Jones and Jones 1976; Schuster 1979; Bledsoe 

1980; Mattielli 1977; Raphael 1975; Rohrlich-Leavitt 1975; and Etienne and Leacock 

1980). Since 1968 there have been cross-culturally based studies that present baseline 

data for and theoretical arguments related to research and policymaking for the integra- 

tion of women in development (e.g., Sullerot 1968; Boserup 1970; Tinker and Bramsen 

1975; Buvinic 1976; Boulding et al. 1976; Boserup et al. 1977; and Huston 1978, 1979). 

With this record, why is it still true that "[much development planning] often takes a 

curious 'as if stance-as if women were like men, as if all women were alike, or as if 

women did not exist at all" (Papanek in Dauber and Cain, p. 215)? In cases where 

women's roles, statuses, needs, and potentials are given special consideration, is there any 

evidence that development has fewer adverse community impacts, and are the desired 

Copyright (C) 1982 by the American Anthropological Association 

0002-7294/82/020366-06$1 .10/1 
Copyright (C) 1982 by the American Anthropological Association 

0002-7294/82/020366-06$1 .10/1 


	Article Contents
	p.354
	p.355
	p.356
	p.357
	p.358
	p.359
	p.360
	p.361
	p.362
	p.363
	p.364
	p.365
	p.366

	Issue Table of Contents
	American Anthropologist, New Series, Vol. 84, No. 2 (Jun., 1982), pp. 261-516
	Front Matter [pp.261-264]
	The Golden Marshalltown: A Parable for the Archeology of the 1980s [pp.265-278]
	Winter Temperature as a Constraint to the Migration of Preindustrial Peoples [pp.279-298]
	Arnold van Gennep: The Hermit of Bourg-la-Reine [pp.299-313]
	Cultural Sharing and Cultural Theory: Some Findings of a Five-Society Study [pp.314-338]
	Review Articles
	New and Old in Economic Anthropology [pp.339-349]
	Psychocultural Studies: Has the Time Come [pp.350-354]
	On Savages and Other Children [pp.354-366]
	Women in Development [pp.366-371]

	Research Reports
	Homicide and Kinship [pp.372-378]

	Obituaries
	Gregory Bateson, 1904-1980 [pp.379-394]
	Anne Millspaugh (Cooke) Smith, 1900-1981 [pp.395-396]

	Commentaries
	Comment on Hays's Comment on Ellen and Reasons [pp.397-398]
	Prague Functionalism [pp.398-399]
	Reply to Hymes's Comment on Prague Functionalism [p.399]
	Cultural Relativity or Cultural Bias: A Response to Hippler [pp.399-404]
	Comment on Hippler's Response to Reser [pp.404-406]
	Testing Sociobiological Theory with Respect to Human Polyandry: A Reply to Beall and Goldstein [pp.406-408]
	The Dialectics of Reproductive Effort [pp.408-410]
	Comments on Nardi's "Modes of Explanation in Anthropological Population Theory" [pp.410-412]

	Book Reviews and Notes
	General/Theoretical
	untitled [pp.413-414]
	untitled [pp.414-416]
	untitled [pp.416-418]
	untitled [pp.418-419]
	untitled [pp.419-420]
	untitled [pp.420-421]
	untitled [pp.422-424]
	untitled [pp.424-425]
	untitled [pp.425-426]
	untitled [pp.426-427]
	untitled [pp.427-429]
	untitled [pp.429-430]
	untitled [pp.430-431]
	untitled [pp.431-434]
	untitled [pp.434-436]
	untitled [pp.436-437]

	Archeology
	untitled [pp.437-439]
	untitled [pp.439-440]
	untitled [pp.440-442]
	untitled [pp.442-447]
	untitled [pp.447-449]

	Physical Anthropology
	untitled [pp.449-450]
	untitled [pp.450-451]
	untitled [pp.451-452]
	untitled [pp.452-453]
	untitled [pp.453-454]
	untitled [pp.454-456]

	Linguistics
	untitled [pp.456-457]
	untitled [pp.457-458]
	untitled [pp.458-459]
	untitled [p.459]
	Notes [pp.459-460]

	Cultural/Applied
	untitled [pp.461-462]
	untitled [pp.462-463]
	untitled [pp.463-464]
	untitled [pp.464-465]
	untitled [pp.465-466]
	untitled [pp.466-467]
	untitled [pp.467-468]
	untitled [pp.468-469]
	untitled [p.469]
	untitled [p.470]
	untitled [pp.470-472]
	untitled [pp.472-473]
	untitled [pp.473-474]
	untitled [pp.475-476]
	untitled [pp.476-477]
	untitled [pp.477-478]
	untitled [pp.478-480]
	untitled [pp.480-481]
	untitled [pp.481-483]
	untitled [pp.483-484]
	untitled [pp.484-485]
	untitled [pp.485-486]
	untitled [pp.486-487]
	untitled [pp.487-488]
	untitled [pp.488-489]
	untitled [pp.489-490]
	untitled [pp.490-492]
	untitled [pp.492-493]
	untitled [pp.493-495]
	untitled [pp.495-496]
	untitled [pp.496-498]
	untitled [pp.498-499]
	untitled [pp.499-500]

	Back Matter [pp.501-516]



